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- FOREWORD
*  The Profile of American Youth is unprecedented It marks the first time thata =
. vocational aptitude battery has been given to a nationally representative sample. Useful
° as such information would be for many purposes, Up to this time research has not been .
) conducted because of the great difficulty involved in obtaining data on such a scale. The
present study resulted from the partnershxp of two Government departments and several
v. agencies, as well as the combined efforts of many individuals.
This report was' prepared by a working group under the leadership of Drs. W.S.
Sellman and Zahava D. Doering, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower,
Reserve Affairs, and Logistics). Members of the group were Mr. Louls A. Rubeérton,
Headquarters, Department of the Army,; Dr. Hilda Wing, Army Research Institute for the -
Behavioral and Social Sciences, Mr. Charles R. Hoshaw, Office of the Chief of Naval Opera-
tion; Dr.'Martin F. Wiskoff, Navy Personnel Research and Development.Center, Major John
R. Welsh, Air Force Manpower and Personnel Center; Dr. Lonnie D. Valentine, Jr., Air
Force Human Resources Laboratory; Major Randall R, Harris, Headquarters, U.S. Marine
Corps; affd Dr. Milton H. Maier, Center for Naval .Analyses. Each of these individuals has
contributed to improved methods.in personnel research and management for many years.
Policy oversight for the development of the report was provided by a joint-Service
steering group. Members of the group, representing the Department of Defense and the
Military Services, included Lieutenant General R. Déan Tice and Dr. G. Thomas Sicilia,
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics); )
Brigadier General D.W. Connelly, Headquarters, Department of the Army; Rear Admiral e
J.R. Hogg, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations; Major General W.R. Usher, Head-~ .
quarters, U.S. Air Force, Brigadier Genera®A. Lukeman, Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps;
and Reéar Admiral B.T. Hacker, Military Enlistment Processing Command. 'Their insights
and efforts in behalf of this study are appreciated. v .
In addition, under contract to the Department of Defense, several military manpower .
experts assisted with data analysis and data presentation. The contributions of Dr. Brian K.
Waters, Dx. Mark J. Eitelberg, apd Ms, Janice H. Laurence of the Human Resources Research
Organization (HumRRO) are gratefully acknowledged. ;
. . Computer support was provided by the staff of the Defense power Data Center. The
able and timely support of Ms, Helen T. Hagan and M. Leslie W. Willis in fulfilling numerqus ’
programming and analytic requests wds invaluable.
The sample design and all aspects of data collection, mcludmg test admlmstratxon were
_ the responsibility of the National Opinion Research Center (NORC), Appreciation is due
to Ms. Celia E. Homans, Ms. Mary Cay Burich, Dr. Harold A. McWilliams, and Dr. Martm R.
Frankel of NORC, and to Dr. R. Darrell Bock at the University of Chicago. .
Finally, a debt of gratitude is owed to Dr. A.J. Martin, who was the Director for Acces- .
" sion Policy, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, ahd »
‘Logistics) during the planning and implementation of most of the effort. His belief in its -
' importance as well as his coordination of fmancnal pesources and organizational support

made this smdy a reality.
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PROFILE OF AMERICAN YOUTH: . :
1980 NATIONWIDE ADMINISTRATION OF THE
ARMED SERVICES VOCATIONAL APTITUDE BATTERY (ASVAB)

'

— EXECUTIVE SUMMARY S
Y . \‘
‘ - v < 7 ’
« BACKGROUND ) S
ﬁe Profile of American Youth study, sponsored byg¢he Department of Defense e
and the Military Services, in cooperation with the Departrhent of Labor, is documented
in this report. The principal objectives of the research project were-to assess the’ voca- . °
tional aptitudes of a nationally representative sample of youth and to develop current’ -
national norms for the Department of Defense enlistment test, the. Armed.Services |
Vocatlopal\Ap'tltude Battery (ASVAB). .The results of this study will also be useful in
. addressing the issue of the compatibility between complex and demanding, mﬂltary
weapon systems and personyel capabilities. - —
For the past four decades, the aptifude levels of mlhtary recruits have been .
“referenced statistically to the extensive, testing of adult males that took place during
World War II. Recently, both the Department of Defense and Congress have questioned
the appropriateness of using the World War II “reference population™ as a primary basis
“for mterprgtmg the enlistment test scores of today’s recrujts. Thus, 1t was decided in
197Xthet the vocational aptitudes of current youth should be examined to gain a
better understanding of the quality and representativeness of new enltees. .
An aptitude profile of current youth will provide a basis for evaluating recruiting
results, In addition, if a national emergency necessitates the reintroduction of con-
scription, military policymakers must be able to establish entrance standards and induc-
tion quotas that are cgmpatlble with manpower resources. To plan for possible mobih-
zation, the Department of Defense must be able to relate attributes, abilities, and .
other characteristics of the natlonal ‘youth population to requirements for military
’, manpower. .

s - - .
. ! - ’
. M’ETHODOLOGY ‘ k | v .
g .
The Department of Defense contracted with the National Opinion Research
Center (NORC) of the University of Chicago to administer the ASVAB during July
through October 1980 to a nationally representative sample of nearly 12,000 young
. men and women. The samplé was already under study in the.National Longitudinal
_ Survey (NLS) of Youth Labor Force Behavxor, sponsored by the Departments of
“ Labor and Defense.
The young people tested were representative of all youth in the United States, t 1 "
ages 16°to 23. The sample contained approximately equal proportions of males and
. femdles, including individuals from urban and rural areas, and from «all major census _
*  regions. The analyses conducted in the profile study focused upon young people who
¢ were 18 through 23 years of age at the tlme of testmg ‘ .

v .
A - “ .




{

The test used to obtain aptitude data on the national youth population was the ASVAB.
The ASVAB is used by the Military Services to determine eligibility for enlistment and quali-
fication for assignment to specific military jobs. Four ASV AB subtests are combined to form
the Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT), a general measure of trainability and the
primary criterion of enlistment eligibility.
. The AFQT was used as,an index for comparing the test performance of civilian and
mulitary groups. The analyses reported here include comparisons of the 1980 youth popu-
lation with the World War II reference population and with military accessions, as well as
comparisons of subgroups within the youth population on the basis of age, sex, race /etthIty,
level of education, socioeconomic status, and geographic region.

RESULTS : , . T ‘

\, Comparison of the World War 11 Referenge Population with the 1980 . ' ’
y Youth Population

o A éomparison of the AFQT category distribations of the 1980 male youth
population and the World War II refegence population indicafed that 40 pe;cent .
of the 1980 group were in Categories 1 and II (the above-averagg categories), =
. compared with 36 percent of the reference population. The proportion in the

average range (AFQT Qategory III was higher for the World War II group than for N
- . the 1980 population of male youth. There was no appreciable difference between

the proportions of contemporary male youth and the reference population who

scored in the below-average range (AFQT Categories IV and V). The median - <

; AFQT percentde score for 1980 male youth (18 through 23 years) was 53,
compared with 50 for the World War II population of adult males.

4

Comparison of Mi!itary'Acce’s’sions with the 1980 Youth Population

-

«  DoD accessions ®f the same ages. In geperal, FY 1981 military recruits scored
higher~on the AFQT than did contemporary youth. Approximatély the same
proportions of individuals with above-avex;age scores were found in the 1980

. youth populgtion and among accessions. However, the proportion of accessions
. scoring in the average range was considerably higher than the comparable pro-
portion of youth in the general population. In FY 1981, 80 percent of nonprior
- service accessions received scores iny AFQT Categories 111, compared with 69
- percent of the 1980 youth population. The median AFQT score for all FY 1981
recruits was-52, and the median for 1980 profile youth was 51.

° AFQT scores og:a 1980 youth population were compared ,with those of FY ]t981 '
f

-

o The proportion of FY 1981 Army accessions in the above-average AFQT cate-

gories was 14 percentage points below the comparable proportion in the 1980

" youth population. Approximately the same propgrtion of Army accessions and
contemporary youth scbred in the below-average categories. The median AFQT
score for FY 1981 nonprior service accessions in the Army was 41. -

Iy ,

e Compasison of AFQT scores of the 1980 youth population with FY 1981, mon-
prior service accessions, by selected-demographic characteristics, showed varia-
tions in the representativeness of the sexes and racial/ethnic groups. In general,

A\
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. } .
FY 1981 accessions of Doth sexes scored higher on the AFQT than did their

counterparts in the profile study population. FY 1981 minority recruits also,
scored significantly hngher than minority youth in the general population.

e A comparison of the educational distributions of FY 1981 military accessions i
with the 1980 profile population showed that a greater proportion of the ,
military recruits than+civilian youth were high school graduates. Approximately
equal proportions of white recruits and white youth in the 1980 profile popu-
lation had graduated from high school. Black and Hispanic recruits had a much -
higher proportion of high school graduates than comparable minority subgroups
in the general population. e 2

J o7

1980 Youth Population Subgroup Analyses , , - .

12
¢ The average (mean) AFQT percentlle scores of the 1980 youth population increased g
with age. Estimates of reading grade level also increased with age.

o The average AFQT percentile scores of males and fernales were similar. Average
test scores on the aptitude composites differed. Males scored higher than females
on the Mechanical, General, and Electronics composites; females outscored males °
on the Administrative composite. . . .

. ® The average AFQT score for whites was considerably higher than those of either
Hispanics or blacks.» This pattern of racial/ethnic group performance was the same
on, estimates of reading grade level and, for similar séxes, on the four Service
, aptltude camposites. - . o Rz
o AFQT percentile scores showed a clear relationship to levels of educational attain-
. ment. Non-high school graduates had the lowest average scores, and high school
graduates had the highest scores. GED recipients scored between these two groups. |

o Average AFQT percentile scores were highest for youth in the New England and
West North Central regions of the country, and lowest in the three southern
regions. Youth in the East North Central, Middle Atlantic, Mountain, Pacific,
and West Soyth Cehtral regions scored at approximately the level of the overall
population median. . -

Vi




Section ; ' ’
T INTRODUCTION ... ... i, . —
/ _ * The 1980 Profile of American Youth . .. .. \ ‘e

&
k5

The Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery . . ................"

) The Armed Forces Qualification Test . . . ............... I
. AFQT Categories ........... T
v Validity of the AFQT and ASVAB Aptitude Composites . .5 . ...........

f

N U Ds B DR W

-

rview of the Report ... ... .. it e, 4.

2 STUDY METHODOLOGY
Background of the Study . ., ............. ....... e
' Stm Research Design .

........................................

O O O » O

; The Sample ~..........>%.......... S “oon 9
Quality of the Sample .. ............. L 712
Test AdMinistration . . .. ... .uu it e T

Quality of ASVAB . .. et . it e 13-
R . N LY
3 COMPARISON OF THE 1980 YOUTH POPdLATlON WITH . <
MILITARY ACCESSIONS . ....... ... ... .. i 15
1980 Youth Population Compared with the World War 1l = .
g Reference Population. .............. T, . 15 °
‘ Historial Trends in ACCeSSIONS ... .........cov v, 16! -
v Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Scores . . .. ...... L e
Educational Level - ...................... e e 19
1980 Youth Population Compared With FY 1981 Accessions . . ... .. REREEE 21
; AFQT Scores . . .. . e e LR, 2
Representativeness -

------------------------------------

Sex ... B
Race/Ethnicity ............ D e 32
Level of Education .. ...... ... vt v, 38




¢

- 4
Section 2 [} *
. L4
5 SUMMARY T
Methodology ........... i e
Combarison of the 1980 Youth Populatlon with t?ue World War 11
Reference Population . ...... . ... .. e e e
Historical Trends....... e e e e e et e
L
Comparison of FY 1981 Military -Accessions with the 1980
T YOUth POPUIBLION i vt ot s ot e et e et e e e
Comparison of Subgroups Within the 1980 Youth Populdtion . ............
: Appéndiees' )
A Source Table for SEction 2 . .. ... ...t
B Source Tables for SECtion 3 .. ... i\ttt vt e
%\fource Tables for Sectiond4 .. ............. [
& .
BIBHOGIaPhY .« .\ o\ e e
FAGURES g S
1 Total DoD Percentage Distribution of Nonprior Service Accessions by Armed
Forges Qualification Test (AFQT) Category, Fiscal Years 1961-81 ...........
2 Army:. Percentage Distribution of Nonprior Service Accessions by Armed
Forces Qualification Test (AFQT), Category, Fiscal Years 196181 ..........
-3 Percent of Nonprior Service Accessions (Army and Total DoD) Sconng at or
Above AFQT 50, Fiscal Years 1961-81 . .. .. ... ... 0t nnennnn.
4 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQT Percentile Score by Age . ................
2 - .
5 1980 Youth Population Mean Estimated Reading Grade Level by Age ..._.........
6 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQT Percentile Score by Ageand Sex . ...........
7 1980 Youth Population Mean Percentile Scores on Common Aptntude

Composites by Sex ..........

8 1980 Youth Population Mean Estj Reading Grade Lgvel by Sex .......... .
9 1980 Youth‘ PQ pulatlo an AFQT Percentile Score by Racial/Ethnic Group . .... .. ]

Populatlon Mean AFQT Percentile Score by Racial/Ethnic

-------------------------------------------------

fiPopulation Mean Percentile Scores on Common Aptitude Com.
¥4 'aI/Ethnic €T T« e

12 1980»Y6uth Populatlon Mean Estimated Reading Grade Level by Racsal/
Ethmc Group and Sex

I3 -




v - b K oy
. / . "
{ FIG_URE'! . . - ,  Page
. 13 1980 Youth Population'Meai AFQT Percentile Scére by High
School Graduation Status . . .. ............ e e e e e 39
14 1980 Youth Population Mean Percentile Scores on Common Aptitude Composites
by High Schoo! Graduation Statusand Sex ... ............cvueeniinnnens e 4 .
15 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQT Percentile Score by Mother’s Edycation . ... .. 42
16 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQT Percentile Score by Geogra_ghic Region ...... 43 -
r . |
TABLES ,
1 The Ten Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) Subtests | ........ 4
2 Selected Aptitude Composites and Their Compor:ent ASVAB Subtests .......... 5
. .
3 Armed Forces Qualifiset@mFest (AFQT) Categories by Corresponding A
Percentile Score Range and Distribution of World War 1} Reference Population . ... 7 o~
4 Composition of the Profile of Amermn Youth Sample: Racial/Ethnic ) C.
Group and SeX ... ...t e et et S 10
5 Composition of the Profile of American Youth Sample: Year of Birth, *
Racial/Ethnic Group, and S8X v ..ot vvi it s et it et e e e e 11 ) ‘
6 Composition of National Youth Population Based on Profile of American Yo_uth
Sample: Year of Birth, Racial/Ethnic Group, and Sex . ..................... 1 -
7 Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Distributions of 1980 Male Youth .
Population and World War I Reference Population ... ..................... 15
8 Percent of Nonprior Service Accessions Whq are High School Dlploma Graduates by M
#  Service, Fiscal Years 197281 ..... el AP g et 20. N
+ 9 _ Distribution of 1980 Youth Population and FY 1981 Nonprior Service Accessions by
Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Category and Sex ...... e .. 22
~10 Distribution of 1980 Youth Population and FY 1981 Nonprior Service A'ccessions by
Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Category and.Racial/Ethnic Group ...... 24
1 Distribution of 1980 Youth Population and 1981 Nonprior _Serviceﬁccessions by
Level of Educationand Sex ............ R AR RREE 25 .
12 sttrubutuen of 1980 Youth Population and 1981 Nonprior Service Accesslons by
Level of Education and Racial/Ethnic Group . ....................... N+ 26
13 Common Aptitude Composites and Their Component ASVAB Subtests .......... 27
, ’ {
Al %

Xi




PROFILE OF AMERICAN YOUTH: -

1980 Nationwide Administration of the
Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery

’ ~

B
)

/.
~ o
Y - a A
N
- >
- » )
ki ' .
1 y
o~
\
¢ \ .
1 . ,
b
" ’ * i) )
o o | 4 4
‘ 1 4
{
. 4 ’
10 _ %




I Section 1
/ INTRODUCTION

-~ ¢
Discussions of present or fufure policies for procuring military manpower consider
ways in whic® individuals are selected for service, assigned to military jobs, and trained
.bo perform those jobs. Philosophically, there is consensus that threshold enlistment
standards are essential for manning an effective military, Beyond that broad agreement,
the type of enlistment standards (i.e., medical, moral, educational, and aptitude) and the *
levels at which they should be established are topics for ideological, legal, scientific, and )
practical debate. S oL ‘ .
, Whatever enlistment standards }iré set, their operational effectiveness depends on p
how well prospective recruits are evaluateéd for possible military service. The Armed
Forces have devoted considerable effort to developing reliable and valid methods for
screening persons before they enter military service. The focus of this effort has been
on developing tests that measure the aptitudes of individuals.! Historically, aptitudes
have been defined as measures of trainability for various military jobs.
Aptitude levels within the military have been referenced statistically to the exteh-
sive testing of adult males that took place during World War II. For more than 35
years, thigWorld War II “reference population” has been the baseline for comparing
aptitudes of military recruits. Some years ago, both the Department of Defense (DoD)
and the Congress questioned whether it was appropriate to use the World Wer II reference
population as the sole basis for interpreting today’s enlistment test scores. It was
decided that the contemporary youth population should be examined to improve under-
standing of the quality and representativeness of new enlistees, and of the characteristics
of the population from which they come.
An aptitude profile of current youth would provide a basis Tor-screening recruiting
prospects and evaluating recruiting results. The Department of Defense should be able
‘Yo compare the characteristics of today’s youth population with DoD requirements for
military manpower. Informatioh is also.ne®ded for mobilization planning. If a national .
emergency made it necessary {o resume conscription, the Servites must be able to meet
their personnel needs by establishing entrance standards compatible with the available
resources of manpower. Decisions on who Should be drafted, or permitted to volunteer,
need to be based on accurate Knowledge of the aptitudes of contemporary youth. / ,
In addition, such a profile would provide a basis for addressing the issues of com- = . g
patibility of military hardware and the personnel who will’ use that hardware. Examination -
of the trends in aptitude test scores in the general-youth population, for example, could -
help determine whethef weapon systems, vehicles, communication systems, and military
equipment in general, are becoming too complicated and demanding for military per-
sonnel to operate efficiently. . . N

~

- ‘. “
4
3

' 1n describing types of tests, aptitude and achievement are terms used almost interchangeably. Both-
‘kinds of tests measure “developed abilities” and are intended to predict what a person could accomphish
with training. A more detailed discussion of this issue cangbe found in Wigdor, AK., & Garner, W.R.

Ability testing Uses, consequences, and controversies (Parts I & 1]). Washington, D.C.. National Academy
_ Press, 19820 = -’ . e ’ " v
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. 2

THE 1980 PROFILE OF AMERICAN YouTH )

The Profile of American Youth study was designed to assess the vocational aptltudes
of young people, ages 16 to 23, and to develop a ew reference population against which
scores on DoD enlistment tests could be interpreted. To achieve these goals, DoD con-

tracted with the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) of the University of Chicago
to administer the ®wrrent enlistment test‘to a nationally representative sample of about
12,000"young men and women. This sample was already in existence for the ﬁve-year
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth Labor Force Behawor bemg conducted under
the auspices of the Department of Labor.

Beyond their value-to military manpower planning, the aptltude profiles from.a

. ‘national sample of young pedple are expected to be a ‘significant contribution to the

body of scientific information available to meet a wide range of needs in operatiogel-and
research activities. Such aptitude profiles have not been previously available because of
the difficulty and expense of obtaining representative data on a nationwide basis.

1

-

APTITUDE TESTING INDoD  * . ¢ - . ’
The Armed Services Vocational Aptitide B% 4 - .
The enlistiment test used in the T980 aptit®de profile study was the Armed Services

Vocational Aptltude Battery (ASVA}) ASVAB was introduced 1 January 1976 as the
sifigle DoD test to replace the various aptitude.test batteries then in use by each Service.
Replacement forms were developed in 1980&nd 1mp1emented 1 Oc(ober The 1980
version (Form 8A) of ASVAB was administered in this study.”

ASVAB #eores serve two important purposes in the enlistment process. First, they
help _determine an individual’s eligibility for enlistment. Second, they are used to estab-
lish the individual’s qualifications for assignment to specific military jobs.

The ASVAB ¢onsists of 10 subtests, as shown in Table 1. These subtests are
included in the baa,ery because research and expenence have démonstrated that they are

valid predictors of success in various types( of military job training.

N £ - Table 1
. " The Ten Armed Services Vocational Y
. Aptltude Battery (ASVAB) Subtests 1,
ASVAB Subtests '
(Forms 8, 9, and 10) .
e Arithmetic Reasoning e General Science - )
. ® Numerical Operations o Mathematics Knowledge o
- ® Paragraph Gomprehension o Electronics Information 2
AR o Word" Knowledge ' e Mechanical Comiprehension .
o Coding Speed L ® Automotive-Shop Information
A - N

¢

! A geries of reports describing the design, data collection, and data analysis of The Profile of American
Youth' has been published separately. These reports are cited in the text and may be obtamed from the
Directorate for Accession Policy, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs,
and Logistics), Washing¥on, D.C. 20301. . )

R e




SR \ Y

<. g
A X . : /'/’
« ¥ -

The scores of four of the subtests (word knowledge, paragraph comprehension,
drithmetic reasoning, and numerical operations) are combined to produce an Armed
. Forces Qualifigation Test (A¥QT) score. The AFQT score, supplemented by scores on

. . various composites of aptitude subtests, is used in conjunction with educational, medical
and moral standards to determine an applicant’s enlistment eligibility. Scores on t !
aptitude composites also determine the applicant's eligibility to enter specific military
fields. The Services combine subtests ini various ways to form aptitude composites.
The subtests that comprise two selected composites are shown in Table 2.

. /
‘ / S Table 2
N 7
éiected Aptitude Composites and ‘. [
| Their Component ASVAB Subtests g '
. ] N ’. . - .
Selected Composites \\ ASVAB Subtests . ’
. Administrative ‘Paragraph Comprehension
™ Word Knowledge
. Numerical Operations K
B ' : Coding Speed

.. " Electronics Electronics Information
L . General Stience ]
- ) Arithmetic Reasoning o , .
) ) . Mathematics Knowledge y

A +

N R

%The Armed Porces Qualiﬁcatioﬁ Test

Y )
H -

. . o . .
i During the early years of World War II (1940-1942), men were accepted for military
# sservice if they had completed the fourth grade or were ablé to pass literacy screening
tests; in later years {1943-1945), minimal literacy was no longer required for induction.'»?:%:4 ~
After entry into a Service, the primary test instrument for jop assignment purposes was
: the Army General Classification Test (AGCT). A test of general trainability, the AGCT
was gomposecf of questions that measured verbal, arithmetic, and spatial abilities.

s ~
a .

&, * *
Y

~ 'Ginzberg, E., Anderson, J.K., Ginsburg, S.W., & Herma, J.L, The lost divisions. i\lew York:
Columbia University Press, 1959, ; . »

Departmiént of the Army. Marginal man and military gervice: A review. Washington, D.C.:
Department of.the Army, 1985. . »

: U.S. Selective Service. As the tide of war turns: The third report of the director of the
Select‘t;ue Servx'ée,?sl 943.1944, Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1945. .

Blum, A.A.. Drafted or deferred. Ann Arbor, MI: Bureau of Industrial Relations, University -~ s
of Michigan, 1967. o Co




”

-

°

After World War II, this test was used by the Army for enlistment screening. The J
AFQT, modeled after the AGCT, was introduced in 1950 to determine the eligibility
of draftees and volunteers to enter any of the Services.'s 2+ '

The AFQT has been revised periodically to lessen the hkehhood of test compromise
and to update "test language and content. Until 1973, each new AFQT was calibrated*

to ti AGCT so that successive AFQT scores wc}uld have a constant meaning in terms °

of level of trainability. In 1972, the Services dlscontmued use of a gommon AFQT;
from 1973 through 1975, each Service estimated an AFQT score from its own test bat-
tery. The ASVAB became operatlonal as-the single DoDr enlistment test in" 1976, and
since then AFQT scores have been based on a test common to all Servides. _— -

The AFQT composite from the’ASVAB used in this study (Form 8A) was cali- )
brated against an earlier version of the AFQT (Form 7A) used operationally from 1960
through 1972. This calibration established the linkage to the World War II reference
population, thereby enabling percentile scores from the new AFQT to ha}e the same
mterpretlve meaning as scores from predecessor tests.

AFQT thegories - .

For reporting purposes, scores on the AFQT have traditionally been grouped into
five broad categories. Persons who score in Categories I and II tend to be above average
in trainability; those in Category III, average; those in €ategory IV, below average; and
those in Category V, markedly below average and, under current Service policy, not N
eligible to enlist. The Services prefer enlistees in the higher AFQT categories because.
training time and associated costs are lower. Also, these recruits are more likely ’oo
qualify for specmlxzed training in a greater number of occupational areas.
The range of percentile scores for the AFQT categories and the percentage of the
World War II reference population in each category are shown in Table 3. AFQT per- e
centile scores are based on the World War II population of officers and enlisted men who
were on active duty as of 31 December 1944 — approx1mately 12 million males.
An error in calibration of the ASVAB in use from January 1976 through September
1980° resulted in inaccurate category des1gn‘?1ons for some recruits taking the test,
The AFQT that went into use irpJanuary 1976 had been miscalibrated to earlier forms of
the test, and this error inflated the AFQT scores of low-scoring enlistees. The problem

.

‘! Yhlaner, J.E., & Bolanovich, D.J. Development of tie Armed Forces Qualification Test and
predecessor Army screening tests, 1946-1950 (PRS Report 976). Washington, D.C.. Personnel -
Research Section, Department of the Army, 7 November 1952,

Staff Personnel Research Sectxon “The Army General C]assxfication Test ** Psychological
Bulletin, 1945, 42( 10! 760-768."
3Sl‘.aff Personnel Research Section. “The Army General Classification Test, with special ref-
erence to the construction and standardization of forms la and 1b.” Journal of Educational Psychology,
1947, 385-420. .
Calibration is a method through which test raw scores are converted to percentile scores. Raw
scores on a test are of limited usefulness by themselves, When they are calibrated against the scores

" of a defined and relevant population, percen}ile scores from different versions of a test have the same

interpretive meaning. For example, a percentile score of 65 from the current AFQT version should
equate to a percentile score of 65 from the AFQT used during the 1960s.

sDepartment of Defense. Aptitude tegting of recruits. A Report to the House Committee on
Armed Servites, Washington, D.C.. OQffice of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpgwer, Reserve
Affairs, and Logistics), July 1980.




Table 3 ¢ 3

Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Categories by
4 Corresponding Percentile' Score Rangs and
Distribution of World War H Reference Population °

' R World Waf‘ll Reference .
¢ Percentile Score Population Distribution d
AFQT Category __ - % Range {Percent)
a0 93- 100 .. 8 ' {
. Al ) 65-92 - 28
m = . 31-64 34
” v , 10-30 21
. Y
Vv 1-9 9 '
IUG N - ~ -

was corrected with, introduction of the new, accurately calibrated test in October 1980,

In addition, the inflated scores for the FY 1976-1980 period were recomputed, and the

corrected norms were made available. This recomputation resulted in a significant ,4
decrease in the percentages of Category III recruits and an increase in Category IV enlistees

recorded as having entered the Servicas during the late 1970s. )

-Validity of the AFQT and ASVAB Aptitude Composites

Although there have been some c’fw.nges in the composition of the AFQT since its
introduction in 1950, it contifiues to serve its original purpose as a measure of general
trainability. Asa reliable index of basic verbal and numeric skills, it is used to screen
out applicants for military service who function at the lowest ability levels, The experi-
ence of the last 35 years suggests that individuals who score low on the AFQT are less
likely to be successful in military training than are their higher scoring peers. Addition-
ally, they are more likely to have disciplinary problems. Though there are many high-
scoring persbnnel who prove ineffective and many low-scoring persons who perform well
on the average, the higher an individual's AFQT score, the greater the likelihood of suc-’
cessful mlhtarycperformance

. Scores on the ASVAB aptititde composites (e.g., electronics, combat, admmistratwe) » ”
have also shown their usefulness. Many training courses are highly technical and require
a degree of mechanical’ experience, @nd others an ability to deal with clerical and adminis-
trative tasks. Again, yet not perfectly predictive, the higher the scores attained on ASVAB
aptitude composites, the greater the probability that an individual will perform well in
training and develop the specific skills needed to be effective on the job.? -

‘Department of Defense. Implementation of new Armed Services Voeational Aptitude Battery and
actions to improve the enlistment standards process. A Report to the House and Senate Comniittees on
Armed Services, Washington, D.C.: Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve
. Affau'g, and Logistics), December 31, 1980.

A selected list of references on the topic of the utility of the AFQT and the ASVAB is presented in
the report bibliography.




A
OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT .- - f

This report descnbes analyses of the data from the 1980 Prefile of American Youth.
The profile study research design, sampling procedures, and data analyses are descnbed
in Section 2, - &
Section 3 presents a comparison of characteristics of the 1980 youth populatxon and
military personnel—hoth FY 1981 accessions (Total DoD and by Service) and the World
War II reference population. Comparisons of AFQT scores and educational levels are
’ . shown by sex and by racial/ethnic ‘group. Thls sectlon also includes historical informa-
tion on t:rends in AFQT and educaﬁma.l levels of military accessmns over the past
20 years .
. In Section 4, average scores of the 1980 youth population subgroups are compared
on the AFQT, Service aptitude composites, and estimated reading grade levels. Results
N are reported by age, sex, race/ethmc1ty, level of education, socioeconomic status, and
geographical region. Section 5 summarizes the results documented in this report.
Statistical tables underlying all figures are included in the appendlces An exten-

! swe bibliography of references related to aspects of this report is included.
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l’I'hrou:;huut this report, the term “militaty accessions' refers to new recrunts without prior %
military service, -y
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: Section 2 y o
STUDY METHODOLOGY : N

»

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY ° . = . :

The 1980 Profilé of American Youth is closely relatedNo the five-year National
Longitudinal Survey (NLS) of Youth Labor Force Behavior.! ~The purpdse of the NLS
is to study the behavior within the labor market of 4 large and representative cross
section of American youth. Information about youth born from 1957 through 1964
is being collected through annual personal interviews. The NLS is primarily concerned
with problems relating to employment and unemployment, but the interviews also gather
a great deal of supplemental information about the characteristics, experience, plans,
and attitudes of the young people. NLS respondents will be reinterviewed anntally
for five years to track changes in atfitudes and vQcational behavior of American. youth
across time, . - ] -

The most important relationship between the profile study and the NLS is that
the profile study uses for its sample young people who completed the first annual inter-
view of fhe NLS in 1979. Use of the NLS sample provides the profile study Wwithan
already/existing, nationally representative sample of young people in the age group of ~
interegt. Second, the data collection of both gtudies was carried out by the National
Opiniqn Fgearch Center (NORC). Third, data can and will be shared between the two )
studies. Demographic data collected by the NLS were added#o the ASVAB testrinfor-
mation obtained in the profile study. } g

”

STUDY RESEARCH DESIGN - ‘ \

'Th'e Sample

The NLS sample was designed to represent the national i)opulation of youth, ages
14 to 22, as of 1 January 1979.%-* Civilian members of .the youth population were

7
4
" The NLS is funded by the Department of Labor under authority of the Comprehensive Employ
_ment and Training Act, The prime contractor for the NLS is the Center for Huffian Resource Research of
the Ohio State University. The National Opinion Research Center, University of Chicago, is the subcon
tractor for data collection. Funding for the 1980 Profile of American Youth was provided by the Office
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics) and the Military
Services, ., .
%Sheatsley, P.B. The profile of American youth. Pretest report, Chicago: National Ofinion
Reseaxéch Center, September 1980, ’ :
Frankel, M.R., & McWilliams, H.A. The profile of American youth. Technical sampling report,
Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, March 1981, . '
McWilliams, H.A,, & Frankel, M.R. The profile of American youth. Non-technical sampling report.
Chicago" National Opinion Research Center, October 1981. The sample accurately represents the United
States civilian and military population of youth, ages 14 to 22 as of 1 January 1979, Aside from tnvially
small differences introduced by deaths and by migrations into and out of the country by persons 1n this

2ge group, the sample accurately represents the summer 1980 population of United States youth, ages 16
to 23 : i .




obtained by screening approximately 80,000 households, carefully selected to provide a
representative nationwide sample, dnnng the fall of 1978. This screening identified
approximately 14,000 eligible youth of the appropriate age. The sample included” mem-
bers of the youth population serving in the military who were eligible for selection if
they (a) were serving in the Armed Services as of 30 September 1978 and (b) would be
between the ages of 17 and 21 as of 1 dJanpary 1979, .

In the spring of 1979, NORC interfiewed 12,686 civilian and mxhtary youith for
the first annual (baseyear) NLS survey. The ba.geyw.r sample contains youth frem both
urban and rural areas and from all major Census regions, and approximately equal pro-

. portions of males and females. The sample overrepresents, in a statlstlcally appropriate
way, certain key groups, such as Hispadics, blacks, economieally disadvantaged whites, ’
and women in the nmitary This ovgrsampling allows for more precise analyses of these
groups than would otherwise bé pofsible.! ’ v

The 1980 youth profile study\ used for its target sample the 12, 686 young people
who completed the first annual (19 9) interview of the NLS, During July-October 1980,

tal of 11,914 ASVABs were admxmstered representing a completion rate of approxi-

- 7 mately 94 percent. Thirty-six cases were dropped from this final sample because test

} procedureshad been altered for these ifdividuals due to language problems (e.g., fion-

English speaking respondents) or physical and mental handicaps (e.g., blindness, cerebral
palsy,rand mental retardation). The compositlon of the ¢ompleted profile sample is
shown in Table 4 by sex YZd racial /ethnic group.?

'/ . /s " Table 8

Composition -of the Profile of American Youth Sample:

, Racial/Ethnic Group and S\ o .
' P, [ : ~ .
K \"S‘”“ : ﬁi - :
“ Racial/Ethnic & .
, . Group Male ., . Female Total
¢ :
White? 3,531 ) 34% . 7,027 .
" Black® 1511 1511 - 302 '
Hispanic 902 - 927 - - 1829 , ‘ ’
]
Total . 5,944 5,934 11,878 . !
J [ _ £

&White includes all racial/ethnic groups other than black or Hispanic,
bBlack does not include persons of Hispanic origin.

. . xA.s a result of the disproportionate oversmnphng among key groups, all analyses of the NLS/
- "Profile .of American Youth data must be done using weighted data,
%For the purposes of this report, three categories of racial/ethnic groups are used. white, black, s
and Hispanic. The designation “white” actually means “white and others” and § composed of all non-
black and non-Hispanic examinees, A small proportidn of Native Americans and persons of Asian
ancestry are thus included in the white groups, A more detailed description of Xacial/ethnic group #
composition can be found in Section 4 of this report.




remaining cases were performed and showed findings similar to.those for the older y .
These results are not,reported since the individuals were not of enlistment-eligible age at the
time of testing. .

' Table 5

- Composition of the Profile of American Youth Sample:
Year of Birth, Racial/Ethnic Group, and Sex?

v
»

-
k4 (o \ Racial/Ethnic Group

i Age 3t
: . TFime of \‘n‘(\tzh Black® . Hispanic Totai ‘
Testing

Yoer of Bith (Years) Male Female Male Femaie Male Female Maie Female Total

1962 18 458 L 23 * 19 108 145 m 756 1,535

1961 19 363 48 7 2 128 né 639 745 1A
1960- 2 us g 197 206 123 10 765 764 152
1959 . 2 490 519 18 195 108 109 w . oa 1590
1958 n ) 505 190 17 92 102 759 74 1533
e e 521 @ 166 93 107 781 71 1542
TOTAL .27% M. M3 1.8 653 689 4550 4523 9.173

'Rlﬂfk:ud to persons ini the sample born between January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962 (18 through 23 yeers at time of testing, Juty-October 1980).
b¥hits includes ali racial/ethnie, proups other than black or Hrspanic. - :
CBlack does not inciude persons of Hrspanic origin.

/ .

The corresponding size of the 1980 national youth po'pula?bn (weighted sample) is

shown in Table 6 by year of birth, racial/ethnic group, and sex
] -i .

-

.
‘,

' . *  Table 6 . ' .

ﬁ Composition of National Youth Population Based on Profile of American Youth Samp!a;‘
) Year of Birth, Racial/Ethni¢ Group, and 'Sex? :

. r 4 : " " (In"Fhousands)® N : )

‘ * Racisd/Ethnic Group '
Apan - ..
Time of C Wt Blackd Hispamuc Totsl
Testing N
Yea of Birth (Years) Male . Femals Male Female Male Female Mals Female Total

;9 - 18 16778 1,618.1 2954 . 2921 1335 .]'23.5 2,128 2,031.7 L1445
1961 19 1,701!% " 16439 296.6 2931 1400 1243 2,1382 20613 41895
1860 2 17896 16698 2959 2902 1348 12278 2,1681 20878 | 42480
1959 s il 1,832 1,675.3.  285.2 2833 1201 1318 2,158.8 2864 4,255.1
1958 2 1,755.5 ;,7087 2841 2895 1220 1317 21616 21299 42014
1857 2 1,762.8 1,708 2157 2828 112 127.5 2,1587 21108 42704

TOTAL 10,3806 100142 17330 1.71372.1° 7.6 766.6 12,8912 125178 25408.1

SRastrictad to persons i the smple born between JSouary 1, 1957 and Decombee 31, 1962 (18 trough 23 ysars at ime of testing, July October 1980).
SFigures ace rounded.

CWhita includes of racial/ethule groups other than black or Hispenie, L

98tack does not intlude persons of Hispenic origin
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Since the Services primarily recruit i?xdividuals who are 18 years of age and older, anal-
yses presented in this report focus upon. young people born between 1 January 1957 and 31
December 1962. Unless otherwise stated, the age range for the profile study sample analyzed
here is 18 through 23 years at the time of testing. The final sample of 9,173 people of enlist-
ment age is shown in Table 5, by sex and racial/ethnic group. Supplementary analyses of fpe
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Quality of the Sample

To provide DoD with an assessment of the saI}lple design, development of sample

case weights, and sampling statistics, an independent panel of sampling experts (Dr. B.F.

King, University of Washington; Dr. L. Kish, University of Michigan; Dr. G.E. Hall, U.S.

Bureau of Census; and Dr. J‘§edransk State University of New York) was convened. -
The panel concluded: (a) the sample design was appropriate for meeting the objec-

tives of the profile study, and (b) all of the statistical procedures used in the development

of sample case weights and sampling statistics met the professional criteria established for-

efforts of this nature, both in the public and the private sectors.!

A d

TEST ADMINISTRATION | ,
During the period July through October 1980, NORC representatives administered
the ASVAB to the 11,914 young people who comprised the profile sample. Testing
was generally conducted in groups of five to ten persons. More than 400 test sites,
including hotels, community centers, and libraries throughout the United States and
abroad, were used.' The test was administered according to strict gdidelines conforming v
to standard ASVAB procedures.? Great care was also taken to assure confidentiality.
In May 1981, NORC sent all respondents copies of their test desults, information
to interpret the scores, and a brochure containing vocational and edudatjonal informa- w
tion. Participants were paid honoraria for completing the test. The decigton to pay an
honorarium was based on experience in similar studies, which indicated that an incentive
would be needed to get young people to travel up to an hour to a testing center, spend
three hours or more taking a test, and then travel home. The honorarium was set at $50.
It has been anticipated that the monetary incentive offered fot participation in the apti-
tude profile study would counteract attrition of the NLS sample. The high rate of partici-
pation that was attained added to the value of the data. .
The decision to provide an incentive honorarium was also influenced by the impor-
tance of the NLS itself, and an obljgation to ensure that the added demands of the
profil:ﬁ}iy on the NLS respondent? would do nothing to discourage their further partici-

pati e NLS study.

/

QUALITY CONTROL FOR THE STUDY

€

Quality of Data Files ‘ A

‘A DoD team of testing experts and computer programmers verified that NORC
had accurately transcribed ASVAB scores and demographic information from the o
original source documents (i.e., answer sheets and questionnaires) to the computer tape
provided to DoD. A randomm sample one percent of the cases) was selected for the
data audit. For the sample cases, AB answer sheets were hand-scored and demographic
questionnaires were manually reviewed. In every case, the information from the source
documents had:been correctly recorded on the tap‘e,r ‘

lFrankel M.R., & McWilliams, H.A. The profile of AmYzcan youth Technical samplmg report.
Chxcag)o National Opmxon Research Center, March 1881.
McWilliams, VH.A, The profile of American youth. Field repor?' Cfucago National Opinion
Research Center, December 1980,
3 Sellman »W-5., & Hagan, H.T. The profile of American youth. Data‘audit (Technical Memorandum
81-1). Washington, D C. Directorate for Accession Policy, Office of the Secretary of Defense, April 1981.

12




Ie

't
Quality of ASVAB

To evaluate the suitability of the ASVAB for measuring the aptitudes of a national
sample of young people, DoD contracted thh Dr. R.D. Bock, an authority on educational
and psychological testing at the Umvex‘mty of Chicago. Dr. Bock evaluated the test to
determine its appropriateness for measuring vocational aptitudes and its equity for minori-
ties and’ females. He yeported:

Data from responses of the Profile of American Youth sample to the
ASVAB are free from major defects such as high levels of guessing or care-
lessness, inappropriate levels of difficulty, cultural test-question bias, and
inconsistencies in test administration procedyres. They provide a sound
basis for the estimation of population attributes such as means, medians

. and percentile points, for the youth population as a whole and for sub- !
populations defined by age, sex, and race/ethnicity.!

Based on Bock’s analysis it can be concluded that th® ASVAB is useful for meas-
uring vocational aptitudes of civilian youth. Moreover, Dr. Bock has stated that the
quality of the ASVAB equals or surpasses that of commercial aptitude and achievement
tests.

4

-

'Bock, R. D., & Mislevy, R.J, Data quality analysis of the Armed Services Vocational Aptztude

., Battery, Chicago: Naglonal Opinion Memch Center, August 1981.
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COMPARISON OF THE 1980 YOUTH POPULATION
WITH MILITARY ACCESSIONS

This section focuses primarily on the similarities and differences between current
enlistees and the population of contemporary youth. It also presents a comparisoh of,
aptitude test scores between the World War II reference population and the Profile of
American Youth population. - /

“To place recent data in historical perspective, a brief review of recruiting experi-
ences over the.past two decades is provided. Traditionally, DoD has used three cntena
Tor gauging its “success” in manning the force. The first and most fundamental measure
is the achievement of manpower strength objectives. Since the end of conscription the
active forces have consistently been within one-and-one-half petrcent of t,he manpower
lq;els‘huthonzed by Congress. The second and third “criteria of success’ are measures
of the “quahty” of newrfecruits: enlistment test scores and level of ediication.

]

1980 YOUTH POPULATION COMPARED WITH THE
WORLD WAR Il REFERENCE POPULATION! , .

The AF@category distributions of the 1980 male youth population and the World
War II reference population are compared in Table 7.7 Forty percent of the 1980

-

Table 7 .
= " Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Distributions of 1980 Male Youth
N Populatlon and World War |l Reference Population?
" (Percent) .
. . \ _ AFQT Catégory
Population Group { i 1 v~ v Total Median
1980 Male Youthb 5 35 29 23 8 \ 100 53
Worid War 11 Reference 8 28 3% 21 9 100 50

31980 Male Youth Population is restricted to persons born between Janusry 1, 1857 and Dacamber 31,1962
(18 through 23 years at time of testing, July-October 1980). o
B Females are excluded from this table because the World War {1 reference pnpulatmn was exclusively male.

<

PThe “World War II reference population™ approximates the actual compositior: of males on ‘active
duty (dfficers and enlisted personnel) as of 31 December 1944. .

? Females were not included in this particular comparison because the World War H reference popu-
lation was composed exclusively of males,
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_ data, further interpretations would be speculative. -
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\
youth population are inlthe two highest AFQT categories (I and II combined), compared
with 36 percent of the World War II military population. In the two lowest categories
(IV and V combined), the proportions of 1980 male youth and the World War II popu-
lation are almost identical. The proportion in Category III was higher in the reference
- t :

population.

The median AFQT percentile score for 1980 malé youth is 53, compared with a
median percentile score of 50 for the reference population. Fifty-four percent of the
males in the profile study population achieved an AFQT scére of 50 or above. .

, The similarity between the World War II reference population and the 1980 youth
population does not necessarily suggest that ability, as measured by the AFQT, has
remained relatively constant over the past 35 years. The data presented in Table 7
reflect differences in population demographics, test scaling variations, differences in
test construction and administration, and related factors, and thus do not, permit analyses
of test score trends over time. Even if one makes the assumption that the two test
score distributions could be reliably compared, aptitudes and test scores may have fluct-
uated during the intervening years in many other ways. In the absence of additional

-

HISTORICAL TRENDS IN ACCESSIONS
Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Scores

Historical comparisons of AFQT scores of military recruits are useful to Defense
manpower analysts and policymakers. Assessment of trends in the aptitudes of recruits
allows DoD to examine the effects of policy changes and market factors on Service
recruiting. A\ ,

The variations in the AFQT category distributions of military accessions over the
past two decades are shown in Figure 1 for total DoD. Army data are presented sepa-
rately in Figure 2 since the Army has the largest manning requirements of all thé Ser-

. vices and has typically been the center of attention in military manpower studies. It,

is clear from these figures that AFQT scores of military accessions have shifted widely
over the past 21 years.

The proportion of accessfons in Category I remained fairly constant from FY 1961
through FY 1969, both for total DoD and for the Army. However, since 1970, there
has been a downward trend in the proportion of Category I accessions—a trend that is
similar to the decline in scores on the Scholastic Aptitude.Test (SAT) and other stand-
ardized aptitude and achievement tests during the same period.!

From FY 1961 through FY 1976, the pertentages of Category II DoD recruits
were greater than the 28 percent level in the World War II reference population. How-
ever, in the Army the Category II accessions duxing this period remained consistently
close to the World War II level. From FY 1976 through FY 1980, the proportion of
Category II accessions decreased, both for total DoD and for the Army, followed by
a significant increase in FY 1981. Two major factors that may have contributed to
this decline were an improved national economy following the recession of 1974-75,
with attendant improvements in,civilian job prospects, and a relative reduction in
military pay {ile., in relation to changes in the cost-of-living).

»

' Waters, B.K. The test score decline. A review and annotated bibliography (Technical Memo-
randum 81-2), Washington, D.C.. Directorate for Accession Policy, Office of the Secretary of _
Defense, August 1981.
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Center. Detailed statistics appear 1n Table 8 1, Appendix B.
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L @ Broken hines show the percentage of accessions scormg within the respective AFQT category, as
L 4

~ oniginally reported prior to the discovery of test miscalibration. Solid lines for this period (FY 1976-80)
reflect the percentage of accessions based on test scores that were later renormed.

Figure 2. Army: PercentageDistribution of Nonprior Service Accessions by
Armed Forces Quglification Test (AFQT) Category, Fiscal Years 1961-81.

El{llc - . - , 25 :

: )




. \ .t
. C : o ) . ¥
The distributions of Category III and IV accessions, both total DoD and Army, '
tended to be ipversely related. As shown in Figures.1 and 2, when the proportion of
Category III accessions decreased, the proportion of ‘Category IV accessions increased,
and vice versa. The three major shifts in the. proportion of Category IV adcessions—
the sharp rise during the late 1960s, the rapid decrease in the mid 1970s,.and the rise
in the late 1970s—seem fo be Yelated £o specific events or changes in recruiting policy.
During 1966-71, “‘Project 100,000” resulted in the entrance of 322,000 lower-ability
- individuals, thus increasing the proportion of Category IV accessions.!s? The sharp ' J
decrease in the propz::ion of Category IV accessions during the early 1970s was a func-- -
tion of several factors—the end of the Vietnam conflict and consequent drop, in accession
requirernents, and the heightened recruiting efforts and increases in mili compensation
i in connection with the introduction of the All-Volunteer Force, which tended to-attract
more highly qualified recruits. The higher percentages of Category IV aceéessions during
FYs 1976-80 resulted primarily from the ASVAB miscalibration, which originally placed
many recruits in Category III when they should have been in Category IV.3:"/ v
It should be noted tha¥ the AFQT distributions for military recruits include only
enlisted personnel. The AFQT is not typically administered to persons who enter
military service as officer candidates or officers. If these individuals did take the test,
they probably would score in Categories I and II. It is estimated that if officers were
included, the percentages in Categories I and i1 combined would probably increase
betwegn 3 and 4 percent. The percentages in Categories III-IV would be correspond-
ingly decreased. A i
Ancther way of evaluating recruit aptitude trends over time is to compare the rela- .
tive percentages of new recruits who score at the 50th percentile and above. The propor-
tions of accessions (males and females) with AFQT scores of 50 or higher since the
early 1960s are shown in Figure 3 (total DoD and Army nonprior service). Total Do
recrui} quality, as estimated by this measure, remained relatively constant during th
peacetime draft years. Both DoD and Army.recruit scores showed a slight downward
trend during the years of the Vietnam-era draft, The ayerage scores increased during
the early years of the All-Volunteer Force (FY 1973-75) and then dropped sharply as
. aresult of ASVAB miscalibration (FY 1976-80). The AFQT scores of Yecruits rose .
during FY 1981; in fact, for DoD as a whole, individuals who entered service in FY 1981
had the highest average score for new recruits since FY 1976. ) p

Educational Level

Possession of a high school diploma is an important indicator of the capacity of
individuals to adjust successfully to military life. A person who did ndt graduate from
. high school is twice as likely to leave the military before completing the first three
‘years of service as is a high school diploma graduate. Consequently, recruiting programs

A

\

lDepartment of Defense, Project 1 00,200.‘ Characteristics and performance of “new standards”

men, Washington, D.C.: Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs),

December 1969. ' -
2Ratlit‘f, F.R.,, & Earles, J.A. Research on the management, training, and utilization of low

aptitude personnel (AFHRL-TR-76-69). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources Laboratory, -

December 1976. : .
3If the ASVAB had been correctly calibrated; the efforts of recruiters might have resulted in

the enlistment of more highly-qualified individuals, and the average scores might not have declitled-so

dramatically when renormed, ¢
. 1
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. Figure 3. Percent of Nonpnor_ Service Accessions (Army and Total DoD) Scoring
¢ " Ator Above AFQT 50, Fiscal Years 1961-81. )
* . ‘ 1 \ \‘ )
have traditionally emphaslzed efforts to enlist hxgh school diploma graduates. The percentages,
by Service, of nonprior servige accessxons over, the last decade who had high school d1plomas
when they entered are shown in Table 8.

& s “
n Table 8 |
_ Percent of Nonprior Service Accessions Who Are - e
. R R Hcgh School Dtptoma Graduates by Service, chcal Years 1972 81
- - " Fiscal Year
~_ . Servicd 1972 1973 - 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 -
Armye © 61 62. .50 _ 58 59 59 74 64 ' 54 40
Navye,: .n 65 = 64 71 77 73 77 77 75 J6
" MarW&Corps 5 59 5 53 6 70 75 75 78 . 80
o Air Force 83 8 92 91 8 8 . 8 83 83 88
" : .
DoB Totat 67 686 61 "~ 66 69 69@ 77 73 68 81
g — -
SOURCE: Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Resarve Affairs, and Lagistics). .
R . ‘\. - . ) . .
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In FY 1981, the proportion of high school diploma graduates increased in all Ser-
vices, and particularly in the Army. The DoD total of 81 percent represents an all-time
high in the educational level of recruits. These results reflect vigorous recruiting efforts,
additional recruiting resources provided by the Congress, mcreased mlhtary pay and com- _
pensation; and- higher youth unemployment. -

r'

1980 YOUTH POPULATION COMPARED WITH FY 1981 ACCESSIONS

Since the Services primarily recruit individuals who are ages 18 apd older, the youth
population analyses were focused upon persons between the ages of 18 and 23.! Military
accession data were similatly limited to test scores of individuals in this age range so that
direct compansons could be made. Thus, statistics cited m&l’us section will differ shghﬂy

_from official DoD statistics that’include all ages.

e

AFQT SCORES

The AFQT category distributions of FY 1981 military accessions and the 1980
youth population are compared in Table 9. In FY 1981, DoD enlisted a slightly smaller
.proportion of individuals with above-average scores (Categories I and II combined) than
were found in the 1980 youth population. However, the proportlon of accessions
scoring in the average range (Category III) was considerably hlgher than the comparable
proportion of the 1980 youth population, and the proportion of recriits in the below-
average range (Categories IV and V combmed) was lower than the comparable proportion
of the yputh population.

. In FY 1981, 80 percent of all nonprior service accessions received scorts within /
a9 AFQT Categories I.III, a substantially higher proportion than the 69 percent in the 1980/
‘ youth population. For the Army, the proportion of Army recruits who scored in Cate-
. gories I-III was similar to the propartion among contémporary youth .

Overall, individuals who entered military service in FY 1981 scored higher on the
AFQT than did individuals in the youth population. This difference is partly the result
of Service restrictions on the enlistment of individuals at the lower end of the aptltude
range. Service pohcy, for example, éurrently prohibits enlisting applicants who score in
Category V,; in addxtxon, many Category IV apphcants do not meet Service enlistment
standards:

Representativeness ' Coe ' ’ ’ /

\ “
In discussions about the All-Volunteer Force, much emphasis is placed on the cross- /
sectional character of the enlisted Ianks and the need to have a military institution that L
mirrors the society which it serves,? During recent years, such discussions have centered
largely on issues regarding the “quality” of enlisted personnel. The Profile of American
Youth offers, for the first time, an accurate index for evaluating the cross-sectional
character of Wlitary accessions in terms of compara*txve aptitude test scores and edu-
cational level. Analyses were therefore performed, by Setvice, to determine how new

-~
&

Indlvnduals who were 23 years old at the time of testing represented the oldest group studied
in the Profile of American Youth.

2En;elberg, M.J. *“American youth dnd military representation. In search of the perfeet portrait.”
Y%th and Society, 1978, 10, 5- 31 5 P - A
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¢ Table 9 ’
Distribution of 1980 Youth Population and FY 1981 Nonprior Service Accessions by
’ Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Category and Sex? P
\ ) AFQT Categoryb
. ,Percent
1 n m v v Scoring
4 <~ AFQT 50
Sex and Population Group  {Percent) Total Median or Above
Male ) .
FY 1981 Accessions ’
- -
Army 2 2 43 34 0 100 41 39
Navy 3 35 48 14 0 100 - 56 60
Marine Corps 3 29 53 15 0 100 52 54
Air Force 3 ., 39 50 8 0 100 59 67
Total DoD ' 3 30 47 20 0 100 52 54
1980 Youth 5 35 29 23 8 100 i 53 54
/
FemaleC .
Fd
+ FY 1981 Accessions NN
£ Army 2 19 - 47 32 0 100 42 37
\ Navy 3 34 54 9 0 100 57 - 62 -
Marine Corps 3 47 50 d 0 100 64 92
"Air Force 3 39 54 4 0 100 59 70
Total DoD 3 29 51 17 0 100 53 55
. 1980 Youth -4 31 34 125 6 100 50 51
\ ; - -
Total ' ) -
FY 1981 Accessions
Army 2 21 83 ¥ 0 100 39
Navy 3 35 48 14 0 ; 56 61
Marine Corps 3 30 53 14 0 100 ?3 57
Air Force 3 39 50 o 8 0 100 67
. Total DoD 3 30 47 20 0 100 - 52 54
1980 Youth 4 33 2. 24 7 100 51 53
——— Ef %
31980 youth population and FY 1981 nonprior service accessions restricted to persons born betweeen January 1, 1957
and December 31, 1362 (18 through 23 years),
s bPersons sconng in AFQT Category V are not eligible for military enllstment
CFemales comprise apprommately one-half of the 1980 youth population and less than one-fifth of FY 1981 accessions,
d1 ess than 0.5 percent.
v -
[28 ‘l“ -
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recruits compared, by sex and racial/ethnic groups, with ¢he population of youth from \
which they were drawn, ' . .

Sex Results. The AFQT scores of FY 1981 nonprior service accessions and-the - —— ———
1989"youth population are also compared by sex in Table 9. In general, the pro-
portion of males who scored in the above-average range (Categories I and II combined)
was greater in the 1980 youth population than among accessions in each of the Ser-
vices. The only exception was the Air Force, where slightly more male accessions
scored in this range. Female accessions in each Service except the Army scored more
often in AFQT Categories I and II than did females in the youth population. How-
ever, because the Army has the largest number of females;, the percentage for total
DoD female accessionS™Th Categories I.and II is also below the national population {

of females, )

All Services have substantially more accessions of both sexes in the average range
(Category III) than are found in the yoéuth population as a whole. In the below-
average range (AFQT Categories IV and V combined) only, the Arfny has a larger
proportion than is in the population. .

Racial/Ethnic Results, The AFQT category distributions, by racial/ethnic group,
of the 1980 youth population and FY 1981 accessions a:el presented in Table 10.
The percentages of white accessions scoring in the -above-average range (Categories I .
and II combined), in the Air Force, Navy, and the Marine Corps are fairly close to

., the percentage of white youth. The Army, however, is substantially below the
national percentage., ° ~ ’ /

For blacks, all Services except the Army have a larger .percentage of accessions *
in Categories I and II than in the civilian population; the Army ha;ﬁ/sgéhtly

- percentage. For Hispanics, the Navy and Air Force percentages in Categories I an
IT exceed the national percentage, the Marine Corps is equal, and the Army has ghe-,

* half t tional percentage. All Services have a larger percentage of minorities“in
the/average range (Category III) than does the minority youth population. In the.
ow-average range (Category IV), as in the other racial/ethnic comparisons, the Army
a larger percentage than the nhtional'norm; the other Services have a smaller per-
entage. The figures for total DoD, accessions téhd to be close to the national per-
centages for each racial/ethnic group with the exception that Category V applicants

i

0

N

=

are excluded from enlistment.

High School Graduation Status

High school graduation status is used in combination with AFQT scores to
measure the quality and predict the probability of training success of military apph-
cants. The educational level upon high school graduation) of the 1980 youth
population and military accessions (18 to 33 years old) was compared by se} and
racial/ethnic group, )

As shown in Table 11, all Military Services recruited a much higher percemtage
of ‘high school diploma graduates and a lower proportion of non-high school graduates
than are found in the national youth’populatipn. This pattern holds true for both
males and females. The relative educational level of female accessions surpassed , -
that of male accessions and was considerably higher than the educational level (as
determined by high school graduation status) of females in the general popﬁ’lation.

3




+  Tebleto -

Distribution of 1980 Youth Population and FY 1981 Nonprior Service Accessions by
~Armed Forces Qualification iest (AFQT) Category and Racial/Ethnic Group?

j AFQT CategoryP /
7 Percent
. . I 1} m- v v Scoring
Raclal/Ettfhic Group and - ‘ AFQT 50
Population Group {Percent) Total Median  or Above
WhiteC . S
\ , , .
FY 1981 Accessions ¢ ~—
Army 3 271 4 % g 100 . 50 48
Navy ° 4 38 48 10 0 100 , 59 66
Marine Corps 3 35 52 10 0 100 56 63
Air Force 4 42 47 7 0 100 62 7
Total DoD ~3 35 48 14 0 100 58 61
1980 Youth 5 39 34 19 3~ 100 5 61
Blackd . . ~r _
FY 1981 Accessions ' - _
Army e 5 34 6l 0 w 27 13
Navy e 1 49 40 0 100 36 26
*Marine Corps e W 57 32 0 . 100 38 ° 30
Air Force 1 17 67 15 1] 100 46 44
_ Total DoD e 9 46 45 0 100 33 23
1988 Youth ' e 7. 2 46 26 100 17 14
Hispanic : - . ‘ -
FY 1981 Accessions .
Army e 7 3 ‘5 0 100 31 18
Navy 1 21 53 %. .0 100 48 42
Marine Corps 1 .13 63 23 0 100 45 37
Air Force e 24, 64 12 v 0 100 53 52 .
~ Total Dol 1 14 50 35 0 100 41 33
1980 Youth . 1 13 39 20 100 23 2

’

21980 youth population and FY 1981 nonpnor service accessions testncted to persons born between January 1, 1957 and
December 31, 1962 {18 through 23 years). '

bPersons scoring in AFQT Category V are not eligible for military enfistmrent,

CWhite includes all raciét#ethnic groups other than black or Hispanic,

d Black:does not include persons of Hispanic origir.

®Less than 0.5 percent.-

g

v
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Table 11 ¢ . )

Distribution of 1980 Youth Population and 1981 Nongrior Service Aygessions by
SR S - - - -kevel of Education and Sex? .

A

, (Percent)
Level of Educstion
Non-High School GED High School  High School Diploma
< . Graduate Equivalsncy ’ Graduate or Above
Population Group Male Female Total Male Fsmais  Totsl Mals  Female Tots!
FY 1981 Military
Accessions
Army 14 3 13 3 2 2 83 95 g o
Navy wb 9 1 7 M 79 93 80 -
Marine Corps 12 b 1 4 0 4 84 100 85 3 A
' Air Force 3 2 2 8 8 78 %0 9
Total DoD* 10 2 9 6 4 5'\4’2 94 85 '3
1980 Youth 24 20 22 4 3 4 12 77 74 -
SOURCE: Teble C-2, Appendix C. . o ‘
$Restricted to persons in the ssmple born betwetn January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962
’ (18 through 23 years at time of testing, July-Dctober 1980), : .
bLess than 0.5 percant.

CMay not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 12 displays the educational distributions of FY 1981 military accessions ,
and 1980 youth by racial/ethnic group. It can be seen that the relative proportion of ,{/
white recruits in the Military Services with a high school diploma is fairly similar to
the comparable proportion of white youth in the general population—ranging from
79 percent in the Navy to 90 percent in the Air Force, compared with 80 percent of
civilian youth, At the same time, the proportjons of black and Hisparnic recruits with
a high school diploma exceed the comparable proportiens of black and Hispanic youth
who are high school graduates in the general population—and by a-considerable margin. ,
About six out of 10 black youth were high school graduates af tffe time of testing,
dompared with nine out of 10 black recruits during’ FY 1983—3Just over half (55 -
percent) of Hispanic youth had completed high school, in' comparison with over eight
out of 10" Hispanic recruits. -
In addition to AFQT and educational level, comparigons of “‘quality” can be
made with two other measures—Service aptitude composites and estimates of reading
ability. Although these nieasures are preserited for contemporary youth subgroups in
Section 4, similar data are not available for FY 1981 military accessions for two reasons.
First, each Service uses its own set of aptitude composites. Even though three com-
posites are common across Services, other composites differ in terms of number, name,
and subtest content. For example, the Army has nine composites, while the Navy,
Marine Corps, and Air Force have nine, seven, and four, respectively. Bach Service
has developed its own composites to maximize utility in predicting success in Service-
specific training courses. Thus, comparisons across Service composites could not be
meaningfully interpreted without the exact definition of each composite and the cluster

7




of traming courses for-which they are used, Second, comparable estimd{gs of reading
grade level are not available for all FY 1981 accgssions, because many indiWguals who
entered Service during that year took a different version of ASVAB than the one admin-
1stered to the $80 youth population. (Some recruits were tested with ASVAB Forms 6
and 7 n FY 1980, but postponed entry into active duty until the following year through
. enrollment in the Delayed Entry Program.) Consequently, reading grade levels can not

. be estimated for them on the same basis as for recruits who actually tested and entered

the military in FY 1981 and for the youth population,

_— ‘ ' Table 12

) Distribution of 1980 Youth Population and 1987 Nonprior Service Accessions by
- Level of Education and Racial/Ethnic Group?
(Percent)
\\ - Levet of Education
\ Non-Hygh School GED High School High School Diploma
. \ Graduate . Equmvalency B Graduate or Above
L .
Pupulau& Group White? Black® Hispamic White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic
H &
H ;
- /
, 15 7 9 .3 2 3 82 92 88
10 ) 8 " 6 1 79 89 81
“ Marine Corps 12 .8 g 4 2 4 84 90 87
Aw Forgs 3 1 2 7 T 6 80 95 92
| Tolt'au Dond 10 5 7 1 ¥ 3 § 83 92 87
/
1980 Yoq"th 16 k7] 42 ] 4 3 80 64 55
SDURCE{ Table C-2, Appendix C.
/
3Restrigted to persons in the sample born between January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962,
biWhitf includes all racial/ethnic groups other than biack or Hispanic: .
CBlagk does not include persons of Hispanic ongin,
dMJy not sumto 100 pereentéue to rounding. .
'/'I /
’,/' ’ . -
’/[ , &
' ~
/
/ bt LY
/
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Section 4 , o
. ANALYSES OF SUBGROUPS IN THE

. 1980 YOUTH POPULATION

The ASVAB scores of subgroups within the profile study youth population were
selectively compared on the basis of AFQT, aptitude composites common across Services,
and reading ability. The demographic variables selected for analysis were age, sex, race/
ethnicity, level of education, socioeconomic status (mother’s education), and geographic

-, region. ,
The AFQT comparison measures are the mean AFQT percentile scores of the profile
. study sample.! The common aptitude composites are Mechanical (M), Administrative (A),
General (G), and Electronics (E). The individual subtests that comprise these composites
are shown in Table 13. Reading ability estimates, expressed in terms of grade levels,

Table 13

Common Aptitude Composites and Their,
Component ASVAB Subtests

. {Forms 8, 9, and 10)

C Aptituds Compostes ASVAB Subtssts «

Mechanical (M)? Mechanical Comprehension
Automotive-Shop Information
General Science

Admnistrative {A) Coding Speed '
- * Numerical Operations \
Paragraph Comprehension
¢ Mord Knowledge

- General {6) . Arithmetic Reasoning

Paragraph Comprahension ) //

DY Word Knowledge

Efectronics (E) Arithmetic Reasoning
R Electronics Information
- - Genéral Science :
Mathematics Knowledge

. 3The Administrative, General, and Elactronics composites srethe same for . -
- - . #li four Servicer. For the purpose of population subgroup snelyses, this
- ! report uses the Al Forcs verpon of the Michenical compoite.

f t *

! Most data on AFQT are réported in terms of percentile scores, For this analysis, the raw AFQT .
scores of individuals were converted to AFQT percentile scores and the mean percentile scores for each sub-
group were then calculated. The mean AFQT percentile scores show the average rank or position (relative

, tothe World War II reference papulation) of individuals, on a scale of one to nigety-nine. Fot example, a
mean AFQT percentile &core of 40 for a certain subgroup Indicates that, on the average, individuals within

this subgroup score equal to or better than 40 percent o_! all individuals in the reference populatio'n.
,,—__q ‘ % M -
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were obtained for the profile study subgroups by,converting ASVAB General composite
scores to comparable scores on the Adult Basic Learning Examination (ABLE).!

The results of the subgroup comparisons are presented primarily in bar charts and
graphs. Detailed statistics and supporting data appear in the appendicés. It should be
-kept in mind that analysgs of subgroups employ average test scores, statistical treatments
of various subpopulations often obscure the fact that many individuals score above or
below the average for their particular group or any other group. No attempt is made
here to explain or explore possible causative factors underlying subgroup differe{xces,2
but briéf background discussions are included to provide a perspective for viewing sub-
group differences.’

AGE

/
The results’oﬂhe profile ?;gudy, analyzed according to examinee age at time of

g, are consistent with priGr work on the relationship between aptitude test scores
e. In general, test scores in the 1980 youth population increase with examinee
ough 23 years old, the upper age limit of the profile.

Numerous studies have indicated that mental ability reaches a peak in early adult-
hood (the mid-20s). Longitudinal. studies (where the same individuals are reexamined at
fixed intervalg) tonducted since the early 1950s indicate a somewhat different pattern
of intellectual growth and decline than that found in cross-sectional résearch (where
individuals representing different generations are observed). Although there is still httle
longitudinal evidence concerning the shape of the so-called “age-curve,” the data now
imply (a) a pattern of intellectual growth through early adulthood, (b) general stability
during the middle decades of life (with increases in certain abilities and decreases in others)

-~

' ABLE is a battery of tests (vocabulary, spelling, reading, arithmetic/computation, and anthmetic/
problem solving) designed to measure the educational achievement of adults who have not completed
high school. ABLE covers 12 years of school achievement through the use of three separate levels
of test batteries. Since the ASVAB General composite (which combines paragraph comprehension,
word knowledge, and arithmetic reasoning subtests) correlates so highly (r=.85) with ABLE, it was
possible to convert the General composite scores to scores on ABLE and then use these measures as
estimates of reading grade level. The general methodology for developmg these conversions is
explained in Mathews, J.J., Valentine, L.D,, & Sellman, W.S. Prediction of reading grade levels of ~
Service applicants from Armed Serulces Vo&ztxonal Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) (AFHRL-TR-78-82).
Brooks Air Force Base, TX: Air Force Human Resources Laboratory, December 1978.

. 2An analysis and discussion of causative factors can be found in Bock, R.D., & Moore, E.G.J.
The 'profile of American. youth. Demographic influences on ASVAB test performance Chicago.
National Opinion Research Center, December 1981, Bock and Moore analyzed the data from the
Profile of American Youth study on the 10 subtests that comprise the ASVAB. The present analysis
concentrates upon AFQT and aptitude composites. This difference in analytxcal focus should be con-
gidered in' comparing results across the two studies, .

The interested reader can find a somewhat more detailed summary of the subject and’a list
of references in Eitelberg, M.J. Subpopulation differences in performance on tests of mental ability.
Historical review and annotated bibliography (Technical Memorandum 81-3). Washington, D.C..
Directorate for Accession Policy, Office of the Secretary of Defense, August 1981. Comprehen-
sive treatments of the topic can also be found in a number of works within the fields of differ- ’

“ential psychology, educational psychology, and psycholognca! testmg ated in the report biblhography.
~

~
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(c) a gradual and minor decline beginning after the age of 50; and (d) increased decline
during the 70s and 80s. In addition, there is some evidence to suggest that intellectual
decline is accelerated by the removal of educational (or intellectual) stimulation.' 2-3-*
% Asnoted previously, this analysis focused on youth who were between 18 and 23
years old at the time of-{esting. The upper age limit of 23 years is the cut-off.point for
the profile study sample. Although data were available for younger age groups, the lower
age limit of 18 years was selected for this study because it is the approximate age at
which one is both eligible and most likely to enter military service.

AFQT Results. Mean AFQT percentile scores increased in direct correspondence
with age, as shown in Figure 4. This pattern remained consistent across sex and racial/
ethnic subgroups.

BOF-

w 60—

oo 54

g

w 90

ol

E -

8 40— :
>

g [}
2 30}

<

w

b

18 and 19 20 and 21 22and 23
AGE (in years)

Source Detailed statistics a;')pear in Table C-1. Appendix d

Figure 4 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQT Percentile Scére by Age.

Matarazzo J.D, Weschsler’s measurement and appraisal of adult intelligence (5th ed.). Baltimore:
Wﬂhams and Wilkins, 1972,

Bayley, . “Development of mental abilities.” In P, Mussen (Ed.), Carmxchael s manual of child
psychology, (Vol. I), New York: Wiley, 1970,
k Kangas, J., & Bradway, K. “Intelligence at middle age. A thlrty exght year-follow-up.” Develop-

mental Psychology, 1971, 5, 333-337.
W L.E. The psychology of human differences (3rd ed.). New York. Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1965.




Reading Ability Results. In the same manner as AFQT .scores, estir;lates of reading
grade level increased with each successive two-year age group. .

12
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* AGE (in years)

Source Detailed statistics appear in Table C-1, Appendix C.

-

Figure 5. 1980 Youth Population Mean Estimated Reading Gragje Level by Age.

/

Persons in the 18 and 19 age group read, on the average, at the lower ninth-grade
level (9.1)." The average reading grade level increased for 20- and 21-year-olds by about
three months (9.4). Similarly, 22- and 23-year-olds had a mean reading grade level about
four months higher (9.8) than their younger counterparts.

@ Average years of education completed for the three two-year age groups were: 18
and 19 years old, 10.9 years; 20 and 21, years old 12.0 years; and 22 and 23 years old,
12.6 years, /

SEX

In general, profile study males and females performed. similarly on the AFQT. Sex
differences were found ot the aptitude composites, with males scoring higher, on the
average, on Mechanical, General, and Electronics composites and females scoring W’
on the Administrative composite. As with most of the data from this study, these
results were consistent with previously published studies on aptitude differences.

‘Many standardized te f general aptitude are designed to eliminate (or counter-
balance) items or subtests that result in systematically higher scores for one sex over the
other, The effort to minimize or balance differential factors is based on a realization
that there is nd clear understanding of which specific test items are the best indicators
of general ability, and a belief that no special “advantage. m measured performance on
these tests should be given to either sex. y
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Nevertheless, the conslstent trend has been that males tend to excel on tests of
mathematical reasoning (quantitative ability), spatial abilities, and mechamcal/scxence
aptitudes whereas females tend to excel on tests involving verbal fluency or the mechamcs
of language, memory abilities, perceptual speed, and manual déxterity.!-?

ggg: Results. The AFQT measures verbal and quantitative abilities in approxi-
mately equal proportion. This balance reduces the likelihood of sex-related differences
in test performance. In fact, males and females in the 1980 youth population achieved
similat AFQT scores. .

Overall, males had a mean AFQT percentnle score of 50.8; females were slightly
lower, with a mean percentlle score of 49.5. It can be seen in Figure 6 that the mean
AFQT percentile scores of males and females were similar for the two younger age groups.
For the age group 22-and-23-years, a larger average difference occurred, with males sur-
passing females by 4 percentile points. -
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Aptitude Composite Results. Sex differences on the common Service composites are
presented, in Figure 7. The widest gap between the scores of males and females occurred
on‘the Mechanical composite—where the mean percentile score for males (51) was nearly
double the mean percentile score for femajes (26). Males also outperformed females on
thé Electronics composite (a mean scogg,?f 53 compared with a score of 41 for females)

and, to a lesser degree, on the General composite. Females, on the other hand, achieved
a higher mean percentile score than did males on the Administrative composite (51 com-
pared with 44 for males).
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Source: Detailed statistics appear in Tables C-10 through C-13, Appendix C.
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Figure 7. 1980 Youth Population Mean Percentile Scores on Common Aptitude
Composites by Sex.

.

Reading Ability Resultsc—As shown in Figure 8, the mean estimated reading grade
level for the total sample of males (9.6) was higher than the score for females (9.3) by
three months. By point of further comparison, the average years of education completed
by the profile study population (at time of testing) were 11.8 for males and 11.9 for females.

RACE/ETHNICITY

The profile study classified the youth population into three groups, selected primarily
because they represent the largest relative racial/ethnic subgroups within the general

\ ¢ he
- 32 )




oL %/ *

Source: Detarled statistics appear :n Table C-6, Appendix C.

Figure 8. 1980 Youth Population Mean Estimated Reading Grade Level
by Sex.
b l -
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population. The groups are: white and others (including all non-Hispanic and non-
black racial/ethnic youth), black (non-Hispanic), and Hispanie.

The category defined as “white and others” included Native Americans, Pacific
Islanders, and persons of Asian ancestry. Since the data were weighted and the propor-
tion of “non-white’’ members of this group are so small in comparison with whites,
the difference between the combined group and a “‘white only” group are negligible.
For the purposes of this report, references to “white” mean “white and other” racial/
ethnic groups.

The Hispanic category includes several separate subgroups (e.g., Mexican-Americans,
Puerto Ricans, Cubans and other Latin Americans, Spanish, and Portuguese) variously
described as being of “Hispanic” origin.

Resylts of the profile study racial/ethnic group comparison are consistent with
studies previously reported in the testing literature. In general, the average AFQT score
for whites surpassed those of the two minority groups. Hispanics scored, on the average
somewhat higher than blacks. Racial/ethnic differences in reading grade level were
found to paralle] differences in AFQT scores. White and Hispanic males had slightly
higher scores than did their female counterparts. There was virtually no difference in

“scores between black males and black females. ‘

-
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‘Attempts to measure racial differences in test performance in'th
be traced back as far as the late nineteenth century.' 2-3-4-5 Most q&dJ
- group performance in this coauntry have focu‘ed pngaanly on the dif
- white and black children and young adults.
Published evidence suggests’ that on standardized tests of verbal and quantitative ability,
(a) whites, on the average, score higher than blacks; (b) average group differences remain
fairly constant during the school years (the smallest differences occur at the very young ages),
(c) blacks perform relatively better on verbal tests than on non-verbal tests; (d) the socio-
economic, geographic, and educational correlates for racial minority groups and whites are
g generally similar (though there are some differences in the magnitude of correlation), and,
further, (e) the differences in scores between individuals of the same race generally exceed
the differences in average scores of §epa:ate races. 7-4:?

. Aptitude testing by the ‘American military durmg World War I gave unpetus to devel
opment of the Army Gene Classification Test (AGCT) of World War II. The stated
purpose of the AGCT was to “sort out new arrivals accordmg to their ability to learn,
quickly thie duties of a soldier” whlle “keeping at a minimum items greatly mﬂuenced by
amount of schooling and by cultural inequalities.”!

During the World War II mobilization period (1941 46), approxunately 84 percent of
all black soldiers scored in AGCT Categories IV and V (combined), compared with 32 per-

- cent of white soldiers. Thirty-three percent of whites and 13 percent of blacks were in
Category III; about 35 percent of whites, compared w1th 3 percent of blacks, placed in

. Categoties I and II (combined).!!-!2
? More recent data on the AFQT show that usually about eight to 10 percent of non-
. - white male enlisted accessions Have placed in the * ‘above-average” AFQT categorles (I and
II) since the end of the Korean War This compares with approximately 40 petcent of

! Coleman, J.J. , Campbell, E. Q., Hobson CJd., McPartland, J., Mood, A.M., Weinfeld, F, C & York R.L.
Equalzty of educatzonal opportunity. Washmgbon D C.. Government Prmtmg Ofﬁce 1966.
%Fifer, G, “Sécial class and cultural group difféerences in reverse mental abxlmes "* In A. Anastasi (Ed. )
- . Testmg problems in' perspective. Washington, D.C.: Ameripan Council an-Education; 1966,
Flaugher, R.L. M'monty versus majority group performance on an aptitude test battery (RDR-71-72,
No. 1), Princeton, N.J.: Educational Testing Service, August 1971.
‘ng, H. "?roﬁles of cognitive ability of different racial ethnic and sex groups ona multlple abilities
test batbery " Journal of Applied Psychology, *1980, 3, 289:298;
Samuda, R.J. Psychological testing of American minorities. Issues and consequences. New York,
Dodd, Mead, 1975. °
SMiller, K.S., & Dreger, RM. (Eds.) Comparatwe studies of blacks and whites in"the United States.

New York: Semmar Press$ 1973, -
7Jencks C. Inequalzty A reassessment of the effect of famzly and gchool in America. New York.
Basic Books 1972, -

Jensen A.R. Biasin mental tesﬂzg. New-York: The Free Press, '1980.
Loehlm J.D., Lindzey, G , & Spuhler, J.N. Race differences in mtellzgence. San Francisco:
. W.H. Freeman 1975
. . 198taff, Personnel Research Sectxon *“The Army General Classxflcatxon Test.”” Psychological Bulletin.
1945f 42(10), 760-768.
. Lee U.G\ U.S. Army in World War I# spectal studies, the employment of Negro troops Washmgton
il D.C.: Goverm?\ t Printing Office, 1966.
. 12 Mxlton I SQEG ) The utilization of Negro manpower in the Army (Report ORO-R-11). Chevy Chase, Md..
Operations Re arch Ofglce The Johns Hopkins University, 1955.. .. -
~ - -
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J white male accesgions. Over the period, the average (median) AFQT score for non-white
male accessions was about 25 percentile points below the average AFQT score for white .
male accessions.’ " . .
N As in the civilian testing experience, there is unanimity of results in military testing:
at each age level and under a variety of social and geographical conditions, blacks, on
,- the average, regularly score below whites.? The racial differences remain fairly constant
from one geographical region to another. .

AFQT Results, The mean AFQT percentile scores for the fhree racial /fethnic groups ~
in this analysis are displayed in Figure 9. The avefage score for the white group exceeded -
those of the two minority groups by a considerable margin. Hispanics scored, on the

. average, somewhat higher than blacks, . '
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Figure 9. 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQ/T@'\tHe Score by
Racial/Ethnic Group. ) : /
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' review and annotated bibliography (Technical Memorandufn 81-3), Washington, D,C.: Directorate for

Accesswm' the Secretary of Defense, August 1981,
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Inspection &f the mean AFQT percentile scores of racial/ethnic groups by tw!o-yea:

. age categories shows that the average rate of age-related improvement in test performance |
was slightly different between these groups. Both Hispanics and blacks increased one per-
centile point between the age categories of 18-19 and 20-21; whites, on the other hand,
improved by five points. Hispanics who were 22 and 23 scored, on the average five
points higher than their younger counterparts. It should be noted that a strong relation-
ship exists between age and educational level across the three racial/ethnic groups.
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Aptitude Composite Results. The mean percentile scores of the racial/ethnic groups
on the four aptitude composites are displayed jn Figure }1. The score differences among
racial /ethnic groups were similar in magnitude across the common aptitude composites,,
The average scores for whites were substantially higher than the scores for either Hispanics
or blacks, with the largest differences on the General and Electronics composites.
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. Whites scored, on the average, 25 percentile points higher than Hispanics on both
. the General and the Electronics composites, and about' 20 points higher than Hispanics
on the Mechanical and the Administrative composites. In addition, whites scored from
28 to 32 percentile points higher than blacks across all four composites while Hispanics
scored from 6 to 8 points higher than blacks. (Racial/ethnie group scores by sex on
v the common aptitude composites appear in Appendix C, Table C-10.)
Reading Ability Results. The estimated reading grade levels of the racial/ethnic
groups (by sex)/are sBown in Figure 12. The racial/ethnic groups rank in the same order
) - found in previous analyses. White and Hispanic males had higher scores than their female
counterparts, but there was virtually no difference in the scores begween black males and

black females, . ’
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- Figure 12. 1980 Youth Population Mean Estimated Reading Grade Leval’by
Racial{Ethnic Group and Sex.
. t White males had the highest estimated reading grade level (lower tenth grade), .
. followed in order by white females (upper ninth grade), Hispanic males (lower eighth

grade), Hispanic females (middle seventh grade), and black females and males (lower
seventh grade). The average years of education completed for the racial/ethnic groups
. were 12.0 for ‘whites, 11.0 for Hispanics and 11.5 for blagks.
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Aptitude test performance is strongly correlated with amount of schooling. Those ¢
who drop out of high schgol have lower average scores than do those who finish high school,
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those who do not go on to college haye lower average scores, than those who do; and
those who, drop out of college have Iower average scores than those who obtain college Vi
degrees,

There are, however, several problems involved.in usmg‘ years of formal education’

‘as a focus of analysis. There are differences in the quality of instructiomrom geographical
region to regloﬁ‘ school to school, and othér relate‘/d factors.. In addition, education vari- ~
ables are not easily isolated or sepamt.ed from other vanables (e.g., age and sotioeconomic
status).

For the present analysis, educational attainment is deﬁned according to high school
graduation status. The three categories of graduation'status are: (a) non-high school
graduate (including, in some cases, high school students as well as drop-outs); (b} recipient
of. the General Educatfonal Development (GED) high school equivalency certificate; and
(c) high school diploma graduate (also including all persons, regardless of high school
graduation status, with education at the college level). - -

AFQT Results. Mean AFQT percentﬂgascores showed a clear relationship to the three
levels of educatioh, as shown in Figure 13. Non-high school graduates had the lowest
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Figure 13 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQT Percentile Score by High
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average score (27) and high schop/l graduates had the highest score (57). .GED recipients
scored between these two groups (46). This general hierarchy of average test scores based
on educational attainment was consistent for the three racial/ethnic groups examined.
Aptitude Composite Results. The composite scores, of males and females by high
school graduation status are depicted in Figure 14. GED recipients achieved average
scores on the Mechanical composite that were identical to the average score for high
school graduates of the same sex. For composites where males scored higher than
females, the greatest absolute differences were generally found at the high school gradu
level. On the Electronics composite, males with a GED performed at the same level as
did females with a high school dipToma. On the Mechanical composite, males scored
higher ‘than females regardless of #ducational level. On the Administrative composite,
fernales scored approximately five points higher than did males at each educational level.

*

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS ’

In the profile population, mother’s level of education was a very strong predictor
of AFQT and reading ability. There was a direct correlation between mother’s educa-
tional level and AFQT score. Social class Jor socioeconomic status (SES) differences have
been reported in numerous studies from the earliest days of psychological testing. Durng
World War I, average scores on the Army enlistment test had a clear relationship to pre-
service employment. Highest scores were obtained by those in professional occupations
(e.g., engineer, accountant), ranging down to those who had worked as unskilled laborers
(in preservice jobs) at the bottom of the scale. Studies of AGCT scores from World
War II revealed a similar pattern of test scores for occupational categories.

When children are classified on the basis of their father's occupation, the same sort
of differentiation in test scores is apparent. Children of parents in the professions gen-
erally score highest on aptitude tests, and children of day laborers and unskilled workers
generally score lowest.

In general, studies that have examined social class differences are consistent. Adults
and children from more privileged homes perform better, on the average, than do those
from less privileged homes. The relationship between socioeconomic status and perform-
ance on ability tests is one of the most consistent and least questioned outcomes of
standardized testing.'? ) )

" The socioeconomic status of children and adolescents is typically indexed using
mother's education, father’s education, average family income, angd father’s occupational
status. None of the io\ur/ﬁariables alone explains all of the variation in ability attribu-
table to “family background.” Nevertheless, there is a strong correlation between the
variablés, and research has shown that each affects ability in a different manner, but to a
similar degree? 4 Jecent analysis of profile study jata suggests that the measured
effects of mother’s education on ASVAB perform#nce approximate the measured effects

'Anastasi, A. Differential psychology Individual and group differerces in behavior (3rd ed.)
New York: MacMillan, 1958. ¢

2'I‘yl(er, L.E. The psychology of human differences (3rd ed.). New York. Appleton-Century-
Crofts, 1985,

éSewell, W.H., & Hauser, R.M. Education, occupation and earnings, New York. Academic
Press, 1975. .

‘Featherman, D.L. “Schooling and occupational careers. Constancy and change in, wordly
success.” In G. Brian & J. Kagan (Eds.) Constancy and change in human develofent. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1980, , . )
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of all*four variables combined.! For the present study of subgroup differences, then,
mother’s education was used in place of an SES index as a general indicator of family /
background. '

AFQT Results. The mean AFQT percentile scoges of the profile study sample by
five categories of mother’s education are shown in Figure 15. Average scores increased
with increases in the level of mother’s education., Indeed, the differences between the
average scores of successive categories were substantial—especially between individuals
whose mothers completed grades 9-11 (mean AFQT percentile score of 38).and those
whose mothers cgmpleted high school but did not attend college (mean AFQT percentile
score of 54). An avVerage difference’of 17 percentile points was found between persons
with mothers who graduated from high school (no college) and those with mothers who
graduated from college (mean score of 71). Differences based on mother’s education
were consistent across sex and racial/ethnic groups.
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Figure 15, 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQT Percentile Score by

Mother?s Education. .
_ ¥

GEOGRAPHICAL REGION

Regional differences in test performance have been commonly found. Gen:
erally, average scores on agtitude and achievement tests are lowest in the Sout_h, and

! Bock, R.D., & Moore, E{I The profile of American youth DemograRhic influences on ASVAB
test performance, Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, December 1981,
Q . *
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highest in the Northeast. Such differences are related to othe factors, such as urbah-
rural composition, quality of education, and socioeconomic and subcultural differences.!

The geographical regions selected for comparison were the nine regional divisions
of the United States as defined by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.? The states that com-
prise these divisions are displayed in Appendix C, Table C4. ¢ '

AFQT Results. The mean AFQT percentile scores by geographical residence of
examinees at the time of testing are shown in Figure 16. The geographical divisions,
when arranged in order of highest to lowest average AFQT scores, tend to form a
regional pattern. Individuals in New England had the highest average scores, followed
in order by those in West North Central, Middle Atlantic, East North Central, Mountain,
and Pacific. Average scores of those in the South (i.e., West South Central, South
Atlantic, and East South Central) were the lowest. ‘ )
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Figure 16. 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQT Percentile Score by
Geographic Region.

! Tyler, L.E. The psychology of human differences (3rd ed.). New York: Appleton-Century-

. Crofts, 1965, - )
3The U.S. Bureau of the Census also uses an *other™ category, which includes outlying areas
and countries, dependencies, and areas of special sovereignty, The profile study entailed the testing

- L
' -
-

. of individuals in these “other” areas (as well as the nation of Mexicp). However, because of wide
differences in the culture and environment of individual areas with¥i $ha, “other” category, the
presentanalysis concentrated on the 50 states. . " 2
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- Section b
SUMMARY

The Profile of American Youth was a major research effort designed to establish
new national norms for the ASVAB and to compare new recruits with the current
youth population. It marks the férst time that a vocational aptitude test has been
given to a nationally representative sample. The profile data base contains a wealth
of information that will benefit both military and civilian manpower analysts for many
years to come, .
\-—_—d—'—‘_\’
METHODOLOGY -° ) . : .
DoD contracted with the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) of the Uni-
versity of Chicago,to administer the ASVAB during July through October 1980 to a
national probability sample of nearly 12,000 young men and women. The young people
tested were representative of all youth in the United States, ages 16 to 23. The sample
contained individuals from both urban and rural areas, youth from all major census
- regions, and approximately equal proportions of,males and females. Certain key groups
such as Hispanics, blacks, and economically disadvantaged whites were oversampled,
\  allowng for more precise subgroup analyses. Since the Services primarily recruit individ- ,
uals who are 18 years of age and older, analyses for this study focused upon those who
were 18 through 23 years of ‘age at the time of testing. ,

»

COMPARISON OF THE 1980 YOUTH POPULATION WITH THE
WORLD WAR 1l REFERENCE POPULATION

A comparison of the Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) category distributions
of the 1980 male youth population and the World War II reference population indicated
that 40 percent of the 1980 group were in the two above- e categories, compared
with 36 percent of the reference population. There was nof difference of consequence
between the proportions of contemporary male youth and khe reférence populatior
who scored in the two below-average categories. The median AFQT percentile score
for the 1980 male youth population was 53, compared with 50 for the reference
population. . . ) S

Historical Trends ‘ .

Traditionally, the Department of Defense has used two criteria for gauging the
quality of new recruits: AFQT scores and level of education. These two criteria were
used to compare military accessions with the 1980 youth population.

\ AFQT. From FY 1962 through FY 19738, the proportions of new rec)ruits who
scored in the various AFQT categories remained fairly constant. An increase in AFQT
scores occurred during the period-FY 1974 through FY 1976. This rise in test scores
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was a function of several factors, including the end of the Vietnam Conflict and the
consequent drop in the number of accessions required, heightened recruiting efforts in
connection with the end of conscription, and an increase in military pay and compen-
sation. In FY 1977, the AFQT scores of retruits dropped sharply. Major factors that
contributed to this decline were an improved national economy following the recession
of 1974-75, a relative reduction in military pay and benefits, and the error in calibration
of the ASVAB. . ,

Education Level. Possession of & high school diploma is an important indicator of
the capacity of individuals to adjust successfully to military life. A person who does
ot graduate from high school is twice as likely to leave the military before completing
the first three years of service as is a high school diploma graduate. Consequently,
recruiting programs have {raditionally emphasized efforts to enlist high school diploma
graduates. The proportion of high school graduates has increased over the past decade
in all Services. Since 1972, nearly three-fourths of new recruits have been high school
graduates.

—

™\

COMPARISON OF FY 1981 MILITARY ACCESSIONS WITH THE : e
1980 YOUTH POPULATION ’
" AFQT. In FY 1981, there was a dramatic increase in the proportion of recruits
who scored average or above on the AFQT. This increase resulted from a combination
of elements: intensified efforts by the Services to recruit highly qualified youth; N
enhanced military pay, compensation, bonuses, and benefits; more positive attitudes
of the American public toward the military; and an increase in youth unemployment.

In general, military recruits during FY 1981 scored higher on the AFQT than did
contemporary youth. Approximately the same proportion of individuals. with above-
average scores were found in both the 1980 youth population and the group of new
accessions. However, the proportion of accessions scoring in the average range was

"considerably higher than the comparable proportion of youth in the general population.

Eighty percent of all nonprior service accessions in FY 1981 received scores in
AFQT Categories I-III, compared with 69 percent of the 1980 youth population. The
median AFQT score for FY 1981 recruits (18-23 years) was 52 and the median score
for 1980 youth was 51, o

A comparison of AFQT scores of the 1980 youth population and FY 1981 accessions,
by selected demographic characteristics,ghowed variations in the representativeness of
the sexes and racial/éthnic groups. In general, FY 1981 accessions of both sexes scored
higher on the AFQT than did their counterparts in the profile study population. FY 1981
minority recruits scored higher than minorities in the youth population, but this was not
the case for white youth, . . .

~ Education Level. A comparison of the eflucational distributions of FY 1981 non-

prior service accessions with the 1980 profile population showed that relatively morxe
recruits than civilian youth were high school graduates. Approxzimately equal proportions
of white recruits and 1980 profile study white youth had graduated from high school. The
proportions of black and Higpanic recrpits with a high school diploma exceeded the pro-
portions"in the youth population by & considerable margin. S

COMPARISON OF SUBGROUPS WITHIN THE 1980 YOUTH POPULATION

The ASVAB scores of profile study subgroups were compared on the basis of AFZQT, ,
aptitude composites common across Services, and estimated reading ability. The demograplre_ic
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variables analyzed were age, sex, race/ethnicity, level of education, socloeconomic status,
and geographic region. The results of the subgroup analyses were generally consistent
with the findings of published research.

The average AFQT percentile scores of the 1980 youth population increased with age.
Estimates of reading grade level also increased with age. The average AFQT scores of
males and females were quite similar. - However, sex diffefences in average test scores
were found on the aptitude composites. Males scored higher than females on the Mechani-
cal, Electronics, and General compasites; fernales outscored males on the Administra-
tive composite.

AFQT percentile scores for whites were higher, on the average, than those recorded
for either Hispanics or blacks. Hispanics, in turn, scored higher than blacks. This pattern
of racial/ethnic group performance was the same on estimates of reading grade level
and on the four aptitude composites analyzed. )

_ Socioeconomic status, as measured by mother’s education, was also related to AFQT
performance. Individuals tended to score higher on the test in direct correspondence
with advances in the amount of formal edycation completed by their mothers.

Average AFQT percentile scores were highest for youth in the New England and
West North Central regions of the country, and lowest in the three southern rggions.
Youth in the East North Central, Middle Atlantic, Mountain, Pacific, and West South
Central regions scored at approximately the level of the overall population median.
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¢ Table B-1

" Distribution of Male Nonprior Service Accessions by Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT)
‘ - Category and Sefvice, Fiscal Years 1952-81

: A . N (Percent)b -
" . Service )
Army Nevy Marine Corps - . A Force ) Total DoD
. A
‘ 3 Fiscal Year ] i 1} v ] o i v | i Fill v %1 ] 1 v 1 1l L &' v
—— ; I - \3

- - 1952 6.9 204 287 44.1 5.5 24.0 371 334 - 57 03 30.5 426 6.9 238 36.0 33.4 64 220 323 9.2
’ « 53 - 7.0\ 22.9 29.4 40.7 68 28.3 31.5 21.4 49 231 37.8 342 9.0 281 36.0 269 1.2 4.1 315 37.2
54 9.7 259 349 2.8 14 21.2 39.7 25.7 4.2 20.5 40.9 M4 6.5 255 41.2 268 8.2 253 36.9 28.6

1955 9.6 26.7 35.9 21.8 48 . 210 38.0 36.2 6.2 275 46.1 20.2 6.5 252 41.7 26.6 “18 253 38.1 288

56 84 26.5 38.6 26.5 5.7 . 23.6 384 32.3 4.4 21.7 33.0 349 1.5 289 45.4 182 11 259 40.2 26.8

57 82 241 31.2 305 6.7 26.2 50.8 16.3 5.4 231 45.9 25.6 8.4 274 49.2. 150 7.8 25.2 428 24.2

58 -85 23.2 41.7 26.6 1.7 285 56 6 12 14 269 56.7 90 1.3 331 47.9 77 8.7 26.2 471 18.0

53 . 88 24.2 46.1 209 8.9 322 50.4 65 60 284 58.9 .97 12.2 33.6 43.7 105 9.1 218 417 154
1960 A2 w1 sz 17.0 15 293 - 561 1.1 53 223 560 164 . 103 325 455 17 ' 82 269 513 136

« 2 61 6.1 13.2 5.7 346 437 10.0 48 31.2 56.9 11 6.7 348 424 16.1 6.1 313 49.7 129

“ 62 R 5.8 224 5.5 3.2 48.5 11.8 4.4 325 54.1 9.0 8.5 409 43.4 12~ 6.2 318 45.7 16.3

63, 5.1 2.5 6.4 36.9 51.1 L5.6 .49 37.5 53.7 39 1.1 38.2 45.7 84 6.0 325 41.8 13.7

- ) 64 5.7 19.9 6.1 349 48.0 10.9 4.6 32.8 §3 ) 9.2 8.7 41.0 46.2 4.1 6.3 k78| 47.1 14.5
* 1965 4.8 19.2 5.3 33.0 4719 13.8 44 337 58.1 38 1.1 1.1 45.7 14 5.5 313 48.8 14.4
’ 66 5.6 2.4 8.1 42.8 43.7 5.4 5.5 333 41.7 13.5 8.2 414 44.0 6.3 6.4 335 43.5 16.6
67 59 26.3 9.8 50.8 27.8 11.6 4,1 N2 46.7 174 80 399 40.1 12.0 6.6 331 38.7 2.6

68 55 280 8.8 51.0 23.6 16.5 39 26,7 472 22.2 18 39.0 36.2 ° 170 6.0 31.8 376 - 2458

. 63 61 215 1.0 40.7 331 19.2 3.5 255 45.3 257 8.2 385 35.5 178" 6.2 N7 377 - U4

. » 1970 5.2 ) 25.8 6.1 386 3839 16.4 29 24 " 485 " 242 8.1 386 35.1 8.1 53 30.5 41.0 3.2

’ A} 5.1 21.6 42.1 25.2 6.1 39.6 40.2 14.0 2.5 234 .55.0 19.1 5.8 336 42.7 17.8 5.1 300 43.1 1.8

12 4.0 , 28.4 48.8 18.8 4.5 325 428 20.2 22 221 55.6 20.1 5.4 373 48.6 8.7 4.2 30.2 48.1 17.5

R 3 34 21.5 51.8 17.3 3.6 321 48.5 15.7 21 22.6 60.8 146 5.5 385 51.8 4.2 3.7 301 52.1 M.

74, 36 21.5 51.1 178 2.7 33.7 60.3 33 27 - 307 59.0 15 4.7 40.8 53.9 0.6 3.0 32.2 54.5 10.2

1975 . 4.5 303 551 10.0 2.8 35.2 57.2 4.8 . 30 33.8 59.8 35 k3] 40.0 55.6 0.4 3.5 340 56.3 6.1

762 32 257" 545 16.6 4.9 394 415 8.7 30 359 544 68 54 460 . 47.6 1.0 39 339 51.7 10.5

n 23 17.9 N 36.4°,. 434 5.9 334 408 19.9 33 -265. 456 246 11 464 416 5.0 4.3 282 396 219

18 23 118 365 436 49 33.0 44.0 18.1 2.5 23.2 46.1 28.2 5.2 407 478 6.3 3.6 21.3 421 270

79 W7 14.4 35.1 48.7 4.2 300 440 Q45 22 214 415 288 47 36.2 49.0 10.1 30 236 41.8 31.6

, 1980 2 1.5 13.7 34.7 50.1 _ 4.5 32.6 45.3 17.6 2.3 23.4 46.5 21.8 4TI 362 49.9 9.9 28 23.8 41.6 31.8

I 81 .22 4 s 309 36 350 490 124 24 303 544 129 36 385 498 71 30 305 -486 129

" Source:  Data for 1952 75 are from Office of Asustant Secretery of Defense{Manpower, Regerve Affairs, and Logisticsl. Data for 1976-81 prowided by Defense Manpower Data Center.
LY . - .
TS 3FYs 1976-80 reflect renormed data. ) 7 2
. BMay not sum to 100 percent du to rounding, .
Q 7 i . : . ’

ERIC | - «

r ‘ »
BIA i text provided by ERIC .
»




. Table B-2
Distribution of Male Nonprior Service Accessions by

N . Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Category,
Fiscal Years 1977-812
T . , (Percent)b
A
\ AFQT Category
Fiscal Year | 1l " i v Total
1977 3.3 24.8 42.2 29.7 100
1978 3.1 25.8 42.1 29.0 100
. ‘1979 - 2.6 22.6 41.6 33.2 100 .
1980 2.6 234 41.6 32.4 100 '
1981 28 30.1 414 19.6 100

SOURCE: Defense Manpower Data Center.

>
2Restricted to males horn between January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962
N {18 through 23 years),
BMay not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. -

‘l

Table B-3

) Percentage of Male Nonprior Service Accessions (DoD and Army)
. Who Scored 50 or Above on the Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT), )
Fiscal Years 1961-81 -
Percent Percentg .
Fiscal Year Dol Army Fiscal Year  DoD Army
1961 589 530 . 1972 . 563 533
1962 5.7 493 1973 561  53.}
‘ ] 1963 591 488 1974 580 525
~ 194 587 506 1975 . 607 515 .
. 1968 52.9 495 o ere 6.7 4838 ‘
. \ . 1966 - 587 496 .19 416 321
' 1967 564 487 " 1978 49.2 33.9
\_ 1968 540 471 1979 841 284 ‘
1969 542 483 1980 4465 278 ‘o
. 1970+ 535 482 ' 1981 544 398 ' :
1971 ‘537 481" ) ,

' SOURCES: Data for 1961-72 are from U.S, Army Rscruiting Command (USAREC), Annual Report
- of the Qualitstive Distribution of Military Manpower, RCS-DD-M{A)BBA {Hampton, VA.:
USAREC, 1961 through 1372), Dats for 1973-81 provided by Defense Manpower Data Cenm

‘FY’: 1876-80 reflect renarmed data.
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Population AFOT
Group Catogory Myt Femaie Total Mait Fomaie Tots! Mate Femaie Totst Msie Femate Tots!

£ 1981 Accestions i

Army 28 28 27 0t 0! 01 03 02 03 20 17 20
i""" 13 36 35 04 i3] 83 11 05 10 34 31 34
= Mane Corpn 30 41 30 62 03 02 06 28 07 24 34 25
A Force 40 33 38 08 0% 05 05 d 05 35 28 34

Yol DoD 15 3z 34 02 [¥] 02 06 04 06 28 24 28
1980 Youth 59 47 53 03 ¢ 01 15 10 12 49 38 44

FY 1981 Accessions #
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Havy : Bi. PR ] 11 108 10.8 108 210 154 205 s uo e
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[
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Kavy a7y 513 a6 a B3 . 492 516 &7 532 a3 53§ a3
Maryse Corps 521 us ‘516 562 694 570 624 ' €28 532 @7 $30
Ax Fores . ©5 506 4t 652 7 673 63.7 €86 47 as g1 %02

Totss Do 413 438 48 M3 s2¢6 461 . 431 534 81 a0 507 474

1980 Youth @ 3 168 339 196 HE w7 27t 7 283 %7 83 Uo 37
v

FY 1381 Actetnons

Army 238 g 3% 630 52.2 s 58 441 45 U3 324 B®o
Krvy 108 n 104 48 242 38 263 145 %3 142 95 142
Mac:ng Corpt 07 g1 101 37 a0 7 5 00 . 213 152 g1 43
Ax Forte LAl 18 £6 158 73 "7 124 LX) 17 8.4 42 78

Tows DaD 118 13 135 458 87 “7 3.0 B4 351 133 175 196

1980 Youth 1817 151 %3 423 / 430 450 %2 432 32 23 41 X 238
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Maring Corpn
Ax Foree

Towi 050
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0
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0
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1980 Youth 3

SOURCE Dataon FY 1381 accrsmdns ware promded by the Offits of i Agssiant Seeritacy of Deferae (Maspower Ressrws Alfers, and Loguta)

BRestncisd 1o persons i the lampie botn betwees January 1 1957 aod Decermber 31 1967 118 through 23 yoaes 3t ime of 1630ng July October 13801 P
DWhste includes s (aodl Stk FOuDt Sther than black of Hispatec.

$Blgck does not nckude perions of Hapmast angn
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Distribution of 1980 Youth Population and FY 1981 anprior Service Accessions by
) Service, Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Category, Sex, and Racial/Ethnic Group?

ERIC . ' S | '

AruiToxt Provided by ERIC * . -




Table 8-5

FY 1981 Nonprior Service Accessions by
Educational Level, Service, Racial/Ethnic Group, and Sex?@

i Whited 8lack® Hispanic Total
Educational
Level Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
Non-High School
Graduate
Army 9,569 n 9,940 1,437 49 - 1,486 368 7 375 11,374 427 11,801
Navy 6,091 17 6,108 367 3 370 196 2 198 6,654 22 6,676
Marine Corps 3,133 8 3,141 452 1 453 139 0 133 3724 9 3,733
Air Force 1,390 1715 1,565 74 4 78 . 27 1 28 1,491 180 1,671
Total DoD 20,183 an 20,754 2,330 57 2,387 730 10 140 23,243 638 23,881

GED High School
Equivalency

Army 1,906 213 2,118 30 33 334 124 5 129 2,331 251 2,582
Navy 6,630 456 1,086 495 21 522 252 16 268 131 "499 1,876
Marine Corps 1,048 0 1,048 97 0 97 53 0 53 1,198 0 1,198
Air Force 33 622 3,933 308 44 353 88 17 105 3,708 683 4,391
Total DoD 12,895 1,281 14,186 1,202 104 1,306 517 38 555 14,614 1,433 16,047
High School Diploma
Graduate : ‘
Army 45,674 8,609 54,283 16412 4,553 20,965 32N 457 3,728 65,357 13,619 18,976
Navy 43,622 6,103 49,725 6,512 962 1,414 1,828 203 2,031 51,962 1,268 59,230
Marine Corps 19,792 -1,476 21,268 4,569 316 4,885 1,208 n 1,219 25,569 1,863 21432
Air Force 43,697 6,866 50,563 /6,978 1,113 8,091 1,438 167 1,605 52,113 §,146 60,259
Total DoD 152,785 23,054 175,839 KLY 6,944 41,415 1,745 898 8,643 195,001 30,896 225,897
Tota
Army 57,149 9,193 66,342 18,150 4,639 22,785 3,763 469 4,232 19,062 14,297 93,359
Navy / 56,343 6,576 62,919 1,374 992 8,366 2,276 221 2,497 65,993 1,789 13,7182
Marine Corps 239713 1,484 25,457 5118 317 5435 1,400 n 1,471 30,491 1,872 32,363
Air Force 48,398 7,663 56,061 1,361 1,161 8,522 1,553 185 1,738 57,312 9,009 66,321
Totat DoD 185,863 24,916 210,779 38,003 1,105 45,108 8992 946 9,938 232,858 32,967 265,825

SOURCE: Datagn FY 1981 sceessions were provided by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Dafense {Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics). 7 5

3Restricted to persons born between January 1, 1957 and Decamber 31, 1962 (18 through 23 years at time of testing, July-October 13980).
ite includes ali racial/ethnic groups other than black or Hispenic. P
B Q@ tinclude persans of Hispanic origin,




Table B-6 ‘

FY 1981 Nonprior Service Accessions by Service, Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT)
Category, Racial/Ethnic Greup, and Sex?

Racsal/Ethnic I ] n v v
Group and
‘Senrice Male  Female Total Male Female Total Male Female  Total Male Female  Total Male Female Total
White® -~
Army 1,572 240 1812 15597 2432 18029 26,368 4520 30,888 13,609 2,001 15610 57,946 9,193 66,338
Navy 2,215 236 2,451 71,413 2503 23816 26456 3371 29,827 6058 464 6514 56,134 6574 62,708
Marine Corps m 61 172 8,222 761 8,983 12,478 661 13,139 2,557 1 2,558 23,968 1484 25452
Air Foree 1910 250 2,160 20,128 3,221 23,343 22,091 3835 25926 3,378 276 3,654 41507 7582 55,089
Totai BoD 6,408 187 7,196 65360 8917 74,277 870393 12,387 99,780 25594 2,742 28,336 184,755 24,833 209,588
Black® ! ‘

. Army 21 4 25 858 206 1,064 5834 2005 7839 11436 2420 13856 18,149 4,635 22,784
Navy 27 1 28 805 107 912 3,412 644 . 4116 3,070 240 3,310 1,374 932 8,366
Mzrne Corps 10 1 1 508 98 604 2,817 220 3037 1,122 0 1,722 5,117 317 5,434
Air Foree 36 6 42 1,285 198 1,483 4,857 864 5721 1,161 91 1,252 1,338 1,158 8,498

" Total DoD 94 12 106 3,456 607 4063 17,040 3,733 20,773 17,389 2,751 20,140 37,979 7,103 45,082
Hispanic
Army 11 1 12 2178 30 308 1,376 23 1,607 2,088 207 2,305 3,763 469 4,232
Navy 24 1 25 479 34 513 1,174 154 1,328 599 32 - 631 2,276 221 2,497
Manne Corps 9 2 1 174 19 193 874 50 924 343 0 343 1,400 n 141
Aur Foree 8 0 8 362 47 409 984 127 1,111 191 1 202 1,545 185 1,730
Totzl DoD 52 4 56 1,293 130 1,423 4,408 562 4870 3231 250 3,481 8,984 946 9,930
Totals
Army 1,604 245 1,849 16,733 2,668 19,401 33578 6,756 ,334 27,143 4,628 31,771 79,058 14,297 93,355
Navy 2,266 238 2,504 22,697 2,644 25341 31,102 4,189 2711 9,119 736 10,455 65,784 17,787 135N
Marine Corps 730 64 794 8904 876 9,780 16,229 931 ,160 4,622 1 46297730485 1,872 32357
Air Force 1,954 - 256 2,210 21,775 3,466 25241 27932 4,876 32,758 4,730 378 5,108 56391 8926 65317
Total DoD 6554 803 7.357 70,109 9,654 79,763 108,841 16,682 125523 46,214 5743 513857 231,718 32,882 264,600
~ .
SOURCE Qata on FY 1981 accesnions were provided by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistcs ). ’
2Restricted to PRrsons born between January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962 (18 through 23 years at time of testing, July-October 1380).
bwhite includes alfvacsal/ethnic groups other than black or Hispanic,

CBlack does not inclullp persons of Hispanic orgin,
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. 4 Table C-1

Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Score of the
1980 Youth Population by Racial/Ethnic Group, Age and Sex?

. Racial/Ethnic Group
Whited Black® Hispanic Totald
Age Male Female Total Male Female Total . Male Female Total Male Female Total

. 18 and 19 Years . 7

Sample Size 823 . 820 1643 421 422 ’843 217 262 439 1481 1504 . 2985

Population Estimate® 3,381.4 3,261.4 5,642.8 533.7 586.5 1,180.2 279.5 248.8 528.3 4,254.6 4,096.7 8,351.2

Meduan 52 51. 52. 15. 18, 1 20. 22. 21. 43, 44, 44,

Mean 51.04 51.78 51.40 21.91 24.01 22.96 28.94 20.04 28.99 45,52 46.42 4596

Standard Devistion 26,78 25.04 25.94 18.59 18.41 18.04 24.01 AN 22.95 2195 26.25 27.14

20 and 21 Years

Sampie Size 338 368 1806 369 401 710 234 221 455 1541 1530 kjkil

Population Estimate® 3.495.0 3,3515 6,846.5 586.1 579.6 1,165.6 258.0 261.7 518.7 4339.2 41927 8,531.8

Medizn 59, 58. §0. 16. 16. 16. 30. 20. 23. 52, 50 50.

Mean 55.91 55.71 55.81 23.96 23.20 23.58 34,49 25.80 30.11 50,32 43.35 49.84

Standard Deviation 26.98 25.59 26.31 21.70 19.64 20.71 24.14 20.90 23.29 28.64 21.67 28.17

22 and 23 Years N

Sample Size 1004 933 1997 ©o357 333 630 187 213 400 1548 1539 3087

Population E}timatt' 3,543.0 3,409.1 6,852.1 559.8 572.5 1,132.2 241.8 265.2 513.1 4,350.7 4,246.7 8,597.4

Medizn 67. 61. 64. 16. 18, 18. 2\6. 25. 25. 61, 56. 58.

Mean , 62.21 58.25 60.26 25.62. 26.88 26.26 3694 32317 34.58 56.06 52.40 54.25

Standard Deviation 25.88 25.32 25.68 23.65 21.22 22.46 .29 25.82 21.64 , 2893 21.51 28.30

Totald .

Sample Size 2754 27718 5533 1143 1155 2298 653 683 1342 4550 4623 i 81713

Popuiation Estimate® 10,380.5 10,014.1 20,394.6 1,7133.0 1,7131.2 3,470.3 171.6 766.8 1,544.2 12,891.2 12,5179 25,409.0

Medien 80. 58. 59, 16, 18, 17. 2, 22 p<3 52, 50. 51. .
B Mean 56.58 55.33 55.97 23.87 24.710 24.29 33.54 29.39 31.48 §0.80 49.49 50.15

Standard Deviation 26.85 25.42 26,17 21.13 19.34 20.81 26.22 23.02 4.17 28.77 21.23 28,03

*Restricted to persons in the s2mple born between January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962 (18 through 23 years at time of testing, July-October 19801,
bwhite includes aff racial/ethnic groups other than black or Hispanic.
¢Black doesnot includs persons of Hispanic origin.

dTotats may not sum'to 100 percent due to rounding.

tin thausands. .
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Table C-2

Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Score of the 1980 Youth Population by
Sex, Racial/Ethnic Group, and Educational Level®

Racial/Ethnic Group

Whiteb Black® " Hispanit Totald

Educational Level Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
Non-High School : )
Graduates ) .
Sample Size 665 539 1200 427 296 723 288 278 566 1380 1109 2489
Population Estimate® Y2195 1,718.8 3,914.5 659.9 455.5 1,1124 334.8 304.4 639.2 31874 2,478.6 5,666.0
Median 25. 25. 25. 8. 8’ 8. 12, 11. 12. 19. 19, 19.
Mean 32.98 33.00 3299 13.69 11.59 12.83 16,03 16.27 16.15 21.22 21.01 27.13
Standard Deviation 23.50 23.05 23.30 14.66 11.15 13.37 14,29 16.03 15.14 22.80 22.48 22.66
GED High School
Equivalency
Sample Size 146 105 251 45° 34° 13 26° 22¢ ag*’ 217 161 318
Population Estimate® 367.1 336.1 703.1 65.1 20.0 125.1 25.3 21.0 52.3 4571.5 4231 880.6
Median 53. 50. 51. 18, 24. 22. 30. 23. 26. 48. 43. 45,
Mean 51.02 50.55 50.80 24.51 25.46 24,96 33.64 21.62 30.53 46.29 45.53 45.92
Standard Deviation 22.14 19.95 21.12 12.53 ~ 16.05 16.85 18.52 14.59 16.88 23.46 21.54 22.56
High School Graduates . “
Sample Size 1941 2136 4077 664 815 1479 336 388 124 2941 - 3338 6280
Population Estimate® 7,806.4 79429 45,7483 1,001.4 1,207.3 2,208.7 4142 433.6 8472.7 9,221.89 9,583.8  18,805.8
Median ‘ 686. 64. 65. 22, 23, 22, 48. 3. 39, 63. 58. 60.
Mean 63.44 60.42 61.92 20.49 29.63 30.02 41.53 38.77 " 43.05 §9.15 55.56 §7.32
Standard Deviation 3395 23.38 23.72 2327 . 25.34 21.72 25.52 , 23.10 24.81 26.16 25.43 25.85
*Restricted to persons .n the sample born between January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962 {18 through 23 years at time of testing, July-Octgber 1980).
bihite includes all racial fethnic groups other than blackor Mispanic. & )
CBlack does not include persons of Hispanic origin. -
dTotals‘may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 7 J
in thousands. ’

7

*Subgroup size 15 too small for reliable statistical comparisons (less than 50 cases),
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Table C-3

~.

Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Score of the
1980 Youth Population Racial/Eth'nic Group and Mother’s Education

Racuai/Ethnie Group

\

. Whited Black® Hispanic , Toratd

v Mother's Education Mate Female Totst Male Female Total Male Female Total Mate Female Total
Eghth Grade or Less
Sample Size 288 m 605 182 204 386 348 356 704 818 m 1695
Population Estimate® 8165 891.8 1,714.2 2664 209 5573 3827 3848 7675 1.465 6 15736 30331
Median 30 28 2 n 13 12 17 16 16. 20 19 20
Mean 3616 3448 3528 16 57 16 50 1653 2534 2310 un nn 2837 29 05
Sundard Oeviation 2561 2471 2519 1572 L1396 14 82 2247 1837 im0 2453 2308 2319
Grades9 1} , .
Sampte Seze 488 543 1036 389 402 191 95 120 215 972 1070 2042
Population Estimate® 16135 17623 33128 57151 586.5 1,1616 116.9 1434 2604 2,305 6 24922 47978
Median 43 41 42 13 16 15 il 25 24 n kx} 32
Mears 4551 433 48 13 07 2141 2025 3198 2990 3024 3823 3810 38 16
Standard Deviation 26.85 2187 2525 17 86 1712 1753 2386 20 45 2207 20 b1 %3] 2513

. [y
High School Graduate .
Sampte Suze 1337 1268 2605 370 366 736 127 131 258 1834 . 1765 3599
Population Esimate® 5,303.3 4.800.1 10,103.4 556.7 562.0 1,1186 1633 1467 3100 60233 5,508.8 115321
Medsan ) 89 89 18, 21 19 44 ) 38 56 56 58
Maan 5719 5704 5712 25.93 281 713 4535 3989 a9n 53 ag 53.70 ' 53 84
Stndard Oewiatson 2497 2354 2430 2% 2147 21395 2568 2480 B4 2540 2493 25.74
Some Collgge
Sample Suze 392 326 518 80 81 161 | *21 *3 58 393 438 837
Popylation Estimate® 1,2100 1,285.1 2,495.1 1417 1295 27112 40.0 365 76.4 1,3817 14510 284217
Hedian I 66 70 40 27 32 54 53 53 n 64 68
Maan 68.50 6434 £6.36 4007 k737 3744 5317 50.91 5209 8517 6134 63 22
Sundard Devistion 2430 2163 2308 22.33 213 2240 2293 2.1 2257 2564 2340 24.59
College Graduate ) v
or More
Sample Size  \ 276 255 531 58 5 108 *25 *16 41 359 321 680
Poputation Estimang® 1,218.6 1,0824 2.301.0 953 872 182.5 39.1 166 557 1.3530 1,1863 25392
Median . 18 81 79 43 ) 44, 60 60 %] 76 8 8
Mean ~ 1304 7473 7383 4632 4115 4385 6075 6487 6198 70 80 72.12 7142
andard Devation \"?Ml 1904 2007 28 62 19 45 24 80 211 17715 B2 2288 2099 22 02

3festricted 1o persans in the sample born between Janusry 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962 (18 through 23 years at time of testing, July-October 1980}

bitute inciudes all raciat/ethmc groups other than black or Hispenic

CBlack does not inciude persons of Hisparmic argen

%otals may not sum to 100 percent due 1o rounding

®in thousands.

*Subgfoup w2 18 106 trmalt for retiable statisticat comparisont (ess than 50 cases).
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Table C-4 -
us. Bureaujof Census Classification of States by Region and Division

- Region N Dwision and States
NORTHEAST '
’ - New England , Middle Atlantic
) Maine ) New York
New Hampshire ‘ New Jersey
- Vermont Pennsylvania
- Massachusetts
. Rhode Istand
Connecticut
NORTH CENTRAL
East North Central West North Central
Ohio Minnesota
Indiana fowa
Ithinoss Hissoun
Michigan " North Dakota
Wisconsin Nebraska
Kangas
. [ ]
SOUTH \
South Atlantic East South GCentral
. Delaware Kentucky
. . Maryland Tennessee
District of Columbia Alabama
, Virginm Mississipps
o - West Virgenia -
North Carolina West South Central
\/ Scuth. Carohina Arkansas
Georgia i
Flonida Louisiana
Okiahoma
Texes
v '
WEST - ~
Mountain Pacific
Montana Washington
Idaho ' Oregon
Wyoming Califorma
* Colorado Alagks
New Hexico Hawezii
Arizona '
Utah %;‘;
Nevada ”
/
OTHER
Outlying Areas; Bordering Nations; and Countries,
iy Oepengpncies, and Areas of Special Sovereignty
Mexico ) Mariana islands
American Samoa i Marshall Islands
Canal Zone Puerto Rico
Caroline Istands Trust Teritories of the
Cook Islands Pacific Islands
Gilbert and U.S. Miseallaneous Pacific Istands
Ellice Isiands Virgin Islands .
. TWake Island
- - rd
' 80
Q 8
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v Table C-5 ’ — .
B , ? - ] -
- Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Score by <.
. . . . $ 2
Racial/Ethnic Group, Geographic Region, and Sex?
. =3
S Racwi/Etha Group - o .
whae Black® Hipame : ’Tnuld
Goograptes Regiosn Male Femsle Toud Male Femaie Totsd Male Female Totat, Male Fomsle,  Tots
New Engiang « o~ ® <
Semphe Size K 158 25 21 7] %9 e 7] 52 1" 12 396
Popuietion Essomte? %94 5579 11573 39 Y] 806 73 HH 538 6616 8301 1292
Media " & - 16 o] 18 1" 18 18, n 57 66
[ 881 *9 08 “o0 92 35,05 3216 ne 2016 629 3] 559 60.31
Sndard Denatos 397 .22 X B8 uNn 81 2002 62 1788 un %88 50
Muddie Atiantic - - -
Semple Suze us 2 873 19 176 355 105 (74 197 33 832 1425
Populetion Estimete? LSS 15322 31620 2807 435 L5542 1286 1036 231 20570 13123 38893
Medwa R 82 3] 6L 19 20 18 H] 1" 19 54 55 55
Mass 5763 82 5840 %502 * 2696 2548 075 an 718 5149 5263 5204
Standac Drvation an 23 2554 %75 1956 2017 2574 2120 2383 2626 nn 2084
Esst North Centrat ’ ’
Sample Size 586 58% 113 155 166 o] 8 "2 & 7] 795 1577
Population Exvmatet 26820 24365 51685 %92 . 2820 5211 514 516 1031 28526 28001 57929
Medun 3 51 53, 2 . v z 2 2 £ &8 54
[ 5131 5376 5560 342 2388 762 0712 3259 3166 54 61 057 5265
Standard Devaton 2650 Bu 2618 2552 1938 2264 e 2535 684 64 %29 258
Wost Nocth Centra! B
Sample Suze ] 160 ug 2% 3 [3) " " 25 229 22 441
Populetson Extment 6565 4155 11320 37 53 897 128 L8 216 e S22 13,2432
nduan 68 % 5 15 5 15 U 31 % 3 58 50.
Masn 6265 58.76 6102 3% 1882 20718 O] 3247 3741 6052 407 5770
Standard Daviatson 261 %48 252 261 1500 1809 25 ure 2461 52 2358 u1
South Atlanng
Sempie Szt 426 504 990 384 83, 167 55 54 108 925 41 1866 -
Populetion Estmete? 17355 18188 3,5549 5157 5528 L1211 768 5.3 u21 2380 24367 48247
Medua 50, H 50 13 " 15 @ 0" w 41 v, 4
[ [0 5093 5040 2028 P31 nB €804 382 §or a8 “s3 ae
Standard Devmton uH %0 2567 1880 1956 19713 2865 208 %65 | 2597 FYN B2
Exs1 South Centrgl Y
Semple Sizs 143 18 .3 8 165 188 2 3 5 28 %8 13
Populstion Estimete? 4825 5605 10230 1342 g 238 27 25 52 6054 N 13118
Medn 5 5% s " 0 17 . 3 &8 % «Q -
[ 4586 4869 4780 1934 %3 2249 6235 4578 5439 4008 gn 207
Sundetd Devaton 2 1zn %3 1594 1890 1856 18 0K o3 pi¥ ] 96 um
L)
West South Central
Sampie Sze m wm 436 159 1582 1s 136 251 478 510 1]
Population Estimatet 1052 6711 13763 fze8) Y 1375 1515 I 10708 10672 21380
Median 4 51 6 15 1% i 19 51 “ s
L B2 5743, 588 ng Fak 2194 k<3 4] 20 W 4353 433 4748
Suadard Devation %513 2560 2536 18.68 1856 1862 2648 2150 200 By B nBHM
Mountain -
Samoie St 158 151 319 8 9 25 8 82 153 %5 %2 507
Pojustion Extomate? 5710 401 11111 224 122 uE 80 839 17189 §82.4 M2 13%
Medns H 53 58 ” 2 18 <) % F<] 51 57 [
[ 5267 5442 5545 239 362 2388 3632 3350 3450 1960 5421 5186
Sandard Devigtion nh an 245 s 1008 1865 B 2088 nun 1 b3 200
Basbe. .
Sempie Size 1 318 649 85 70 155 m 28 43 §27 (313 1243
Popuistion Estimste? LIS 184 22229 1064 935 059 27 7509 4937 14807 a1s 29225
Meduan 5% 58 % 15 0 13 n 2 n 50 51 51
Mosr, S664 5618 5640 3 2943 B0 2920 3003 2062 5018 an 4995
Standyrd Oevaton %15 292 2555 %87 2250 216 36 a8 an B 257 %17
Other
Sampie Size 3] 25 146 *33 431 i 3 ] "8 108 125 23
Popukston Extimate? 142 265 a7 547 [ty 1002 128 109 a1 217 U9 s
Wedan ] =] 88 13 1" 1 b 2 % 46 82 58
[T . 5647 5240 6016 »n 2% 248 4595 i3] 1808 4896 5610 8315
Standard Devaton 26589 %0 1570 2032 1598 3480 50 062 2665 un 532

a8

1mricted 12 paaons = e wmple 5orn Bitween Jaackr

BWirta nctudes a7l chcalinthee groo?s oehee thas biack 0 Hripame
Black dort not include persont of Hupanre orgm

Totals may a0t sum t0 100 peveent due 16 raunding.

i thovsends.

Sobgrove #re 15 100 1mAN Tor rehable SAALEN COMDN RGNS st than 50 capey)
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A - Table C-6 .
. Estimated Redding Grade Level® of 1980 Youth Population by ‘
- . " Racigl/Ethni¢ Group, Sex, and Ageb )
* — »
Racal/Ethnie Group ‘
‘ . Winte¢ Blackd . Hispanic To!al’_
” Age Hale Female Total Male ° Femais Total Maie Female Tota! Male Female Toul
- AS)
18 and 19 Years - . . . ’ )
Sample Size ; 823 820 1643~ a2 422 843 23 262 499 1481 1504 2985
Population Estrmate f 3 3814 32614 6,642.8 5937 588.5 1,180.2 2719.5 . 248.8 5283 4,254 6 40367 8.3512 -
Median 97 94 ‘9¢ 671" 68 68 74 13 74 93 89 9.0
Mean 96 95 96 68 70 69 ~16. 1% 16 91 90 91
Standatd Devation 228 205 211 213 188 201 4 207 *226 2.50 2.23 31 -
’ A . ¥
20and 21 Years
- = ’v . M
Sample Size 338, $68 - 1906 369 401 176 24 22} 455 1541 1590 N - .
Populauon Emma!e‘ - 134950 33515 6,846.5 586.1 57? 6 11656 2580 817 5197 4,3392 4,1927 8,5319
° Madian 104 101 103 > 68 68 §8 81 70 74 99 94 986
Mean 120 - 98 89 70 69 %0 81 71 16 95 93 94
S!andarg Devigtion 226 208 218 22 205 215 240 202 227 29 237 245
22 and 23 Years . ) .
———— B \ M ‘»
Sample Size . 1004 993 1997 357 333 690 187 03 400 1548 1539 3087 ,
Population Estimate! 15430 34091, 695271 6598 5725 11382 Py 2652 5131 4,3507 4,248,7 85974
Medsan® 1 ip3 07 69 71 70 117 15 186 1086 37 102
Mean v 10§ 00 - 103 12 _ 13 73" 83 N 80 10.0 95 98
Standard Devigion 104 207 0 242 20 222 in 2 4§ 261, 245 233 240
Totald . / .
Sampte Size . 2754 Mg 5533 1143 1155 2298 653 689 1342, 4550 4623 -93173
Populztion ?s;nn;le' 10380 5 100141 20,3946 1.7330 17372 .°34703 1776 7666 15442 12,8912 125179 25,4090
Medan > 105 89, 103 68 .' 68 * 68 11 73 75 99 94 96
Hean ) 101 98 99 79 7 71 80 75 77 " 96 .93 94
Standard-Deviation r¥i 207 215 227 199 3 251 219 2 37 ) 250 2% 24
"ﬂeadmg Grade Levels were est.mated fo (he piofile ﬂudy ampis uslng wonveition abes Im ASVAB G scores to ABLE teading test scores. The corretation between the scates .
n the test eqmmg sample was 85 - . ‘
YRestricted to parsans in the sampis born betweer January 1, 1957 and Duember 31,1962 (18 through 23 yearsat hmc ot testing, July Oclober 1980)
White ncludes 8if racalfethr groups sther than bhck or-Hispapic. . 4
9Black does not inciude persons of Hupanic ongm 8 ~ .
. Tofals miv Rot tum to 100 percent dus 16 mundm; N . - ‘ . J ¥ ’
tin thoun ' . ' .
Q ‘
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‘ T ; © Table C7 - . .,
. Estimated Reading Grade Level® of 1980 Youth Population by Education, Sex, and Ageb
. ’ ~ Amount of Educaton R
-
" * Less Then Bth Grade Grade 6-8 Gradsd 11 \ Hgh Schoo! Graduate Same Coliege " ColimeGraduataor ore .
Ap Nale -~ Femele Total Male i Femals Totsi Male ~1thtlo Totai Maie Femeis Totat Maie e Femele Totai Mt Famaie Totd
18.a0d 19 Years .
B Semple Suze 4 1 5 8) 58 133 1087 984 201 292 433 m 13 22 35 0 [ 0
Populetion Estimate’ 3s 10 45 159.5 144 2738 28838 25190 55627 10688 LUB0 24149 38 56.3 880 * 0 [} [}
Meduan . . . 53 57 55 28 86 87 107 99 163 . . . . . .
Mean . . M 5§ 60 58 LX) L¥] 88 193 91 la0 ] . . . . M
3 \ Sundaed Deviation . . . 198 110 188 242 218 231 2.05 2m 208 . - . . . M
2030d 21 Years
8 Semole Size 10 1 1 59 4 13 425 A 41 13 164 1567 301 7 us 1 4 5
N : Populstion Extimate® 145 14 218 101 1103 2203 9356 6874 16330 21223 18295 35918 14395 15261 26656 13 208 222
Medun . . . 51 59 55 11 11 74 36 89 92 s 12 116 .- . .
[T T . . 54 64 59 18 12 15 95 30 92 14 - 108 10 . . . -
Standard Devation . . . 138 215 187 236 188 223 1 205 213 158 115 i . . .
T E
N B} -
« 22and 23 Years
. . Sampie S 1 17 u 58 51 109 268 206 o 635 671 1367 430 415 905 ] ¥} 26 o e
Populstion Extymatet 155 21 482 1428 110 2598 6244 5002 L1246 1118 18280 35406 15506 14100  2.6891 4 e o659 §59 1
. Medan . . . . 73 54 60 16 *13 15 10.0 30 95 19 109 © 115 123 e 121
Maan . . . 15 ‘54 6.2 11 15 16 96 94 94 13 106 10 19 1y 1g
Sundard Devation . . . 218 167 208 233 226 236 PAY] 195 207 1170 119 118 i 122 114
L3 i - > .
. N . -
- $Ruading Grade Levals ware sstimated for the profile study ssmple using converpion tabiet for ASVAB G scorer ts ABLE reading test stores. The comelation between the scales 16 the a3t squsting ample was 85
SRentrictdd to persons i the Nemple born between Jasuary 1, 1957 and-December 31, 1962 (18 theough 23 yeaes ot time of testing, July October 1950}
in thoumnds . 3 . 5
L]
SSubgroup s:ze 15 100 smalt for rbiable statistical comgarnont Giess then 50 cases). - ,
- ¥ . & L
1 - .
kY
L ’
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. Table C.8 ) T
) Estimated Reading Grade Level® of 1980 Youth Population ,
. Educational Attainment and Sexb - - .~ : ;
‘ , v Educational Attainment ' . ’
. Less Than Grades Grades - High Schoul Some College Graduate
. Sex ~6th Grade ' 6-8 9-11 - Graduate College or More
MALES ) R
. Sample Size 8 - 190 TS 1728 743 90
- Population Estimate® 25.1 . 390.4 4,631.7 4,887.0 2,722.0 306.0
Median . ) 5.4 7.8 8.5 17 12.3
Mean : ’ . © 6 85 . 8.7 1.3 118
Standard Deviation - * . 2.02 2.45 2.16 165 - 1.04
FEMALES , N » - p
Sample Size _ 23 . 157 1506 - 1873 941 120
Population Estimated. 315 3336 -3,776.5 5,004.4 2,992.4 368.9
Median . - 54 75 8.9 10.4 116
Mean . . . .80 8.3 8.2 10.7 118
Standard Deviation . .o 188, 2.26 2.03 ©178 1.22
TOTALE . T , ' : » . ,
Sample Size, S L3 L 3281 3601 < 1684 210
o Populdtion Bstimated = 626 - - 724.0 8,314.2 9,891.3 5,714.4 675.0
Median . .54 1.6 T92 "y 118
Mean - ' 6.0 84 -~ ' 85 , 110 1.7
Standafd Deviation y . . 196 . 236 | 2.1 P W[ 1.15

v

a“eadmg Crade Levels were estimated for the pmf.la study sample using conversion tables for ASVAB G scores to ABLE feading test scofes. o~

The correlation between the scales in the test equating sample was .85." )
"DRestricted to persons i the sampla born between January 1, 1957 and Dacember 31, 1962 {18 through 23 years at ume of testing, July- -Octover 1980.
CTotals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding,
din thousands,

e

e

“Subgroup size is too small for reliable statistical comparisons (less than 50 cases), 8 6




. TableC9
Estimated Reading Grade Level? of 1980 Youth Population b
Racial/Ethnic Group and SexP i
Racial/Ethnic Group

Sex White¢ Blackd Hispanic Total®

MALES .
Sample Size 2754 1143 653 4550
Population Estimatef 10,380.5 1,733.0 771.6 12,891.2
Median 10.5 6.8 1.7 9.9 N
Mean 10.1 7.0 i 8.0 9.6
Standard Deviation 2.21 2.27 2.51 2.50

FEMALES
Sample Size 2119 1155 689 4623
Population Estimatef 10,014.1 ~3,137.2 766.6 12,517.9
Median 9.9 6.8 1.3 . 9.4
Mean - 9.8 71 15 9.3
Standard Deviation 2.07 1.99 2.19 2.3

TOTAL® - - -
T SmplefSize | 5533 2298 1342 9173 .

Population Estimate 20,394.6 3,470.3 1,544.2 25,409.0

Median . 10.3 . 6.8 1.5 9.6

Mean 9.9 7.0 1.7 . 9.4

Standard Deviation 2,15 . 2.13 2.37 241

#Reading Grade Levels were estimated for the profile study sample using conversion tables for ASVAB G
scores to ABLE reading test scores. The correlation between the scales in the test equating sample was .85,
BRestricted to persons in the sample born between January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962 (18 through
23 years at time of testing, July-October 1980}, . ) ‘
tWhite includes all racial /éthnic groups othier than black qr-Hispanic. - _
dBlack does not include persons of Hispanic origin, - e -
€Totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding, .
fin thousands, - -

- -

-t




Table C-10 ’ ER
Mechanical Aptitude Composite Scores for 1980 Youth Population by
Racial/Ethnic Group, Sex, and Educational Levef
’ Racwat/Ethnic Gmupb / P
WiyteC Blackd Hns&amc ' Total
Educationat Levet Male Female Total Male " Female Total Male Female Total Male Femaie Totat
Non-High School Graduate
Medsan - 33. 14. 22, 1 4 5. 10. 5. 1. 22. 11. 16.
Mean 40.72 19.03 + 31.33 12.81 1.17 10.50 18.13 886 1376 32.54 15.52 2517
Standard Deviation 22.94 12.70 2199 11.65 5.64 10.04 17.95 8.28 14.97 23.92 12.34 2148
GED High School
Equivalency -
Median 56. 27 * 140. 13. 8. 11, 33. 1. 20. 56. 28. 35.
Mean 59.19 3204 ~746.21 19.29* 1247 16.02 38.47* 14.01* 25.84 52.36" 28.11 40N
Standard Deviation 20.15 14.31 22.22 13.22 11.63 12.94 20.44 8.01 © 19.61 24.03 15.67 23.77
High Schoot Graduate and -
Above . .
Medsan 64 25. 40. 22, 9. 12. 38 . 13. 22. 58. 23. . 34.
Mean_r . 62.06 30.94 46.36 25.00 1353 18:72 4235 19.18 31.00 57.18 28.21. . 4241
Standard Deviation 22.80 15.34 24.87 19.42 881 15.68 25.31 1348 23.49 25.52 15.81 25.62
Total ¥ '
Median 56, * 43 31. 16. 8. 9, 26 10. 14. 50. 21. 30.
Mean 56.89 28‘77 43.59 20.28 11.90 16.04 32.09 1411 23.75 51.09 25.80 38.64
Standard Deviation 22.70° 14.84 2496 16.74 8.24 14.55 22.18 $1.52 21.96 27.18 16.00 2511
. *Subgroup u1ze 15 too small for relisbie statsstical compgrisons {less than 50 cases). -
3percentile seores or the Ad Force version of the Mechanical Aptitude Composite. Tha componte wnsrm of the foiowing ASYAB subtests Mechanscai Lomprehension, AutoMotve-Shop
information, and Genersi Science. i . 4 -
bSample sizes and poputation estimates for racial/ethmc groups and subcategories appear n Table 2. ’
SWhite inctudes sif raciai/ethnic groups other than black or Hispamis.  * . —
9Brack does notnclude persons of Hispanic grgin. 8 {

- . +




' Table C-11

Administrative Aptitude Composite Scores for 1980 Youth /Population by
Racial/Ethnic Group, Sex, and Educational Level?

Ractal/Ethmc Grouph

White® Blackd Hispanic Total
Educational Level Male Female Total Male " Female Total - - Male Female Totai .» Male Female Totai
Non-High School Graduate : » .
Median 18. 24, 20. 5. 6. 5. 8. 10. 9. 13. 18. 15. )
Mean 26.40 33.00 28.26 10.93 12.16 11.43 13.70 16.63 15.08 21.84 27.02 24.09
Standard Deviation 20.36 24.02 22.26 12.33 1371 12.93 1293 16.98 15.05 19.49 23.39 21.42
GED High School ) . ! )
Equivalency - - ’
Me_duan 42, 47. 45, 13. 21, 17 28. 27. 28. 36. 40. 38.
. ® Mean 43.41 438,51 46.33 19.72* 23.49* 21.53 35.66* 33.11* 34.34 39.61 44.77 42.09
. ~ Standard Deviation 21.62 23.13 22.56 14.97 16.43 156.31 20.05 17.39 18.77 22.31 23.85 23.21
High School Graduate and
Above
Median 53. 63. 58. 18.x 23. 21. 38, 38. Ki: 49, 58. b4,
Mean 54.78 61.92 58.38 21.31 32.36 30.07 43.28 43.89 43.49 51.27 57.37 54.38
R T s Standard Deviation - 2828 2306 2395 ° 2204 2266 22.53 2478 775.20 24.49 25.60  25.28 2’62 -0 T
Total )
Median 44, 55. 51. - 13. 18. 14, 25. 27. 22. 40, 50. 45,
Mean 47.48 56.08 52.60 20.98 29.02 23.90 29.99 32.58 31.54 43.78 51.19 47.42 .
Standard Deviation 23.28 23.25 26.17 18.78 20.58 21.55 21.01 20.25 “ 25.36 21.21 27.58 27.64

-

*Subgroup size is too small for relisble statistical companisons (less than 50 cases). *

3Thg Admimistratve Aptitude Composite consists of the following ASVAB subtests Coding Speed, Numerical Operations, Paragraph Comprehension, and Word Knowiedge. Scores are based
on percentile scale distribution,

bSample sizes and population estimates for racial/ethnic groups and subcategaries appear in Table C-2.

“White includes 81 racial/ethnic groups other than black ot Hispanic. A

dBlack does not intlude persons of Hispanic ongin. -

L
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Table C-12

General Aptitudé Composite Scores for 1980 Youth Population by
Racial/Ethnic Group, Sex, and Educational Level?

Racsal/Ethnic Groupb

White® Blackd Hispanic Total
_Educational Level Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
i
Non-High School Graduate
Median 25. 22. 24. I 5. 6. 10. 8. 9. 18. 15. 17.
Mean 33.86 30.78 32.53 13.12 10.48 12.04 16.13 15.85 16.00 27.68 25.09 26.56
Standard Deviation 24,08 22.44 23.44 13.99 1097 12.90 .15.55 16.57 16.04 23.42 21.81 22.78
GED High Schoo! .
Equivalency .
Median 51. 48, 49, 16. 22. 20. 30. 19. 23. 47. 45, 46. -
Mean 52.41 50.70 51.59 26.39° 27.39° 26.87 33.75° 25.33* 29.40 47.67 45.77 46.76
" Standard Deviation 22.47 18.73 20.78 18.74 18.64 19.23 17.60 15.29 16.98 23.90 20.90 22.52
‘ High School Graduate and
Above .
Median 67. 57, 62. 21. 20. 20. 47. 28. 36. 62. 52, 56.
Meen- - - - b4.46---—5818—-—-§1.30 30.51 21.84 29.05 47.69 36.59 42,01 60.02 53.38 56.64
Standard Deviation . 23.86 23.63 23.95 23.73 19.66 21.64 25.99 22.39 24.84 26.30 25.46 26.09
Total . . .
Median 56. 50. 55. 16. 16. 14, 30. 20. 20. 52. 47. 50.
Mean ¢ 56.62 52.82 55,67 23.95 23.46 23.63 33.28 21.97 30.93 51.80 47.76 49.81
Standard Deviation 23.84 2325 26.23. 20.52 17.85 2077 21.69 20.06 24.86 29.02 27.03 28.13

*Subgroup uze is too small for refiable statistical comparisons {less than 50 cases).

8The Generat Aptitude Composite consists of the following ASVAB subtests Arithmetic Reasoning, Paragraphi Comprehension, and Word Knowledge. Scores are based on percentite scate distribution.
bSamDIe sizes and population estimates for racial/ethnic groups and subcategories appear in Table C-2, f 9 -
SWhite includes alt racial/athaic groups other than biack or Hispanic. - . . 1
9Black does not include pérsons of Hispanic onigin.




) Table C-13

v Electronics Aptitude Composite Scores for 1980 Youth Population by
Racial/Ethnic Group, Sex, and Educational Level?

Racial/Ethnic Groupb

White® Blackd Hispanic Total
Educational Level Male Female Total Male = Female Totel Male Female Total Mate “Female  Total
Non-High School Graduate
Median 21. 16. 22 1. 4, 6. 8. 5. 1. 19 12, 15.
Mean 35.35 25.28 30.98 13.59 8.66 11.57 15.69 12.36 14.11 28.75 20.53 25.18
Standard Deviation 23.09 19.94 22.35 13.33 8.75 11.92 15.78 13.93 15.03 2291 19.03 21.70
GED High School ’
Equivalency . R
© Median 50. a1 44, 17. 13. 14, 31. MR g0 e, 35. 41..
® Mean 51.86 42.80 47.53 2417* 2130 2279 3. 09*  19.07*  26.82 4699 - 3823 4278
Standard Deviation 19.79 18.41 19.67 16.81 16.44 16.70 20.83 13.24 19.09 21.89 20.00 2145
High School Graduate and ' .
Above ) oL
Median > 68. 9. 5, 20. 4. 1. 4. 19.- 28, 65. 44, 53. .
Mean 65. 49 50.68 58.02 30.36 23.18 26.43 41.97 29.59 , 3857 - 6088  46.26 53.43
Standard Deviation 2321 23.73 24.61 23.19 18.08 21.17 21.14 22715 2663 26.03 2504 26.56 .
Total (N =8173) . . ‘ ) o N :
Median , 97 43, 51. 15. 1. 12. 28. 13. 16. 53. 36. 45,
Mean 57.67 45.67 52.68 23.94 19.47 21.63 33.28 22.39 '2,8115 + 52.66 41.11 46.97
Standard Deviation 23.01 22.88 26.24 20.29 16.20 19.81 22.59 19.44 25.31 -28.66 25.89 21.93

'Subgrolp_;;ze 15 too small for reliable statistical comparisons (less than 50 cases).
3The Electronics Aptitude Composite consists of the following ASVAB subtests. Anthmeuc Reaxonmg, Eiecnomcs information, General Sctépce and Mathematics Knowiedge Scores are based
on percentile scale distribution.

bsample sizes and populatipn estimates for racial/etharc groups and subcategones appear in Table C-Z. .

. SWhiteuncludes ail racial/ethnic groups other than black or Hispanic.
dBiack does not include persons of Hispanic onigin.
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. Tabte C-14 ~ »
1
Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) Subtest i
» _ Scores of the 1980 Youth Population by Sex2
ASVAB Subtest ’
General Arnthmetic Word Paragraph Numerical Coding Auto & Shop ~  Mathematics Mechanical™  Efectronics
Sex Science Reasoning Knowledge * Comprehension  Operations Speed Information Knowledge  Comprehension  information
)

Standard Score Range 20-67 2567 20-62 20-63 20-63 2375 2165 29-1 22-67 21.67
MALES

Medsan i 52 52 53. 52 ™y 48 50. 53 51. . 52. 52

Mean 51 32 5173 5075 50.58 47.58 49.87 51.44 52.59 51.15- ° 5152

Standard Deviation 1009 1047 10.32 10.03 10.75 9.8 9.77 11.12 9.73 9.86
FEMALES s ‘ ’

Median 48, 48. 53. 54. 50. 58. 40. 49. 42, 43

Mean’ R 47.89 48.89 50.87 5237 | 49.58 54.06 4094 . 51.08 43.85 44.33

Stan?ard Oeviation 8.94 9.82 sn 9.18 10.44 9.99 6.75 10.34 779° 8.53
TOTAL (N=3173) "

Median . 50. 49. 53, 53. 49, 53. 45, 49, 46. 47.

Mean 49.63 50.33 50.81 51.47 48.56 - 51.94 . 46.26 51.84 47.55 47.98

Standard Deviation 969 10.25 v 10,05 9.66 10.65 10.10 9.92 10.77 9.55 986

.

aﬂe'nnc!ed 10 persons n the sample born between January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962 (18 through 23 years at time of testing, July-October 1980},

. *
.

| 94
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. Table C-15 C, .

Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) Subtest Scores of the
1980 Youth Population by Racial/Ethnic Group?

-

; -

ASVAB Subtest \‘
Racial/Ethme General Arthmetic Word Paragraph Numerical Codﬁmg Auto & Shop  Mathematics Mechanical Electronics
Group Science Reasoning Knowledge  Comprehension  Operations Speed Information Knowledge Comprehension  infornfation
- R . P
Standard Score Range 20-67 25-67 20-62 20-63 20-63 23-15 2165 291 * W267 21-67
WHITED .
Median 52 52. 54, 54 51 - 54, 4]. 52. 49, 1 A :
Mean 51 66 52.29 . 53.00 53.30 ° 5031 - 53.54 48.20 53.50 49.39 49 97
Standard Deviation 8.60 . 977 8.47 8.41 9.74 T 940 9.29 10.% 9.0% 9.05
BLACKE® - . ' - .
Meduan i 39 39 40. 42 40 45, 35. 42, 3% 37
. Mean 40.87 41 63 41.02 43.51 40.72 44,39 37.43 4473 39.27 3924
Standard Deviatran 894 148 10 84 10.52 11.05 991 1.4 8.36 6.80 8.19
HISPANIC . ‘ - i
Median B 42, 42 44, . 45 43. 49, 39. 42, 39. 39.
Mean /-—~J 42.61 T 44.03 43.91 45.17 43,17 §7.69 4048 4592 41,84 41.40
Standard Deviation 19 67 918 1118 11.26 1142 10.60 999 - 9.3 é 9.10 ’ 7 10.05
¥Restricted to persons in the sample born between January 1, 1957 and December 31,1962 (18 through 23 years at time of testing, July-October 1980). .
bWhite includes all racial/ethnic groups otfier than black or Hispanic.
tBlack does not include persons of Hispanic orgin. .
y <}
A . - - \ f '
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